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The two articles presented in this thesis used a researcher-developed literature-based 
survey instrument to collect data on the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program 
(EFNEP) in the United States. Data was collected on methods of teaching, communication 
technologies used, recruitment strategies, barriers to attending classes, and program assistant 
demographic data. There were 803 program assistants working during the 2018-2019 program 
year. There were 346 program assistants who completed the 35-question survey instrument 
during data collection.  
 The first article focused on identifying effective teaching strategies used to increase 
program engagement by collecting data on program characteristics, methods of teaching, and 
educational or communication technologies used. This article also looked at if correlations exist 
between teaching methods and graduation rates and technologies used and graduation rates. It 
was found that although there is not a required curriculum or program structure for EFNEP, 
program assistants in each region were using a similar program structure. Three out of the four 
regions primarily use the Eating Smart, Being Active curriculum when facilitating EFNEP 
classes. Program assistants reported primarily meeting either four to six times during a series or 
seven to nine times and the average class length was reported as either 60 minutes or one-hour 
and 30 minutes. Furthermore, it was found that program assistants in the U.S. reported feeling 
least confident when talking in a large meeting of strangers and most confident when talking 
with a friend. Program assistants (90.8%) preferred teaching using the group class structure and 
77.7% preferred teaching face-to-face classes. The top three educational techniques used to 
increase participant engagement across the U.S. were build relationships with participants, 
encourage discussions, and encourage small changes.  
 
 
 The second article focused on identifying effective recruitment strategies used by EFNEP 
in reaching limited income audiences in the U.S. by collecting data on recruitment strategies 
used and barriers to recruiting targeted participants. It was found that 55.8% program assistants 
surveyed used social media to recruit participants. The top three social media platforms used to 
recruit participants were Facebook, Instagram, and YouTube. It was also found that 73.1% of the 
program assistants were interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit participants. The 
primary methods used to recruit participants across the U.S. were preformed groups, word-of-
mouth, and human service agencies. Eighty-seven percent of the program assistants reported 
experiencing challenges when recruiting EFNEP participants. The top three barriers to attending 
classes reported to EFNEP program assistants were limited available time, childcare issues, and 
lack of transportation.   
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Need for the Study 
Obesity is one of the most prevalent issues in the nation. According to the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (2018), obesity affected about 93.3 million adults in the 
United States in 2015-2016. The Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) was 
established by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the National Institute of 
Food and Agriculture (NIFA) in 1969 to combat the health problems spreading across the nation 
(NIFA, 2018). EFNEP is taught in a series of lessons focusing on healthy eating, shopping on a 
budget, physical activity, food safety, and cooking. EFNEP is taught by program assistants 
across the U.S. While funding and a need for these classes exists, recruitment and participant 
engagement are common issues. The target audiences for EFNEP are low-income families and 
youth who suffer from poor health at higher rates (Elmer et al., 2016). Outreach to limited 
income individuals, those in the EFNEP target audience, is a critical issue across the nation 
(Benavente et al., 2009). Program assistants choose the program delivery methods and 
recruitment methods that best suits the situation in their communities. It is imperative to help 
program assistants be as effective as possible in recruiting and educating the target audience 
members. Previous studies on recruiting and educational strategies used by EFNEP have been 
limited in scope and have typically focused on specific counties in a few states. Currently, there 
is not a resource that identifies successful EFNEP educational and recruitment strategies.  
Problem Statement 
 This thesis is comprised of two articles identifying: effective educational strategies used 
by EFNEP program assistants to increase participant engagement, and effective recruitment 
strategies used to increase program reach. Outreach to limited income participants is a critical 
issue across the nation. A need exists to provide a resource for EFNEP program assistants to 
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increase participant recruitment and engagement for EFNEP across the U.S. By identifying 
effective teaching and recruitment strategies, program assistants will have a list of strategies they 
can employ to increase program reach and retention.  
Purpose Statement 
Effective teaching strategies: 
This study was designed to collect and analyze data from EFNEP programs across the 
U.S. to report program characteristics and educational strategies. 
Effective recruitment strategies: 
This study was designed to investigate effective recruitment strategies used to reach 
participants for the EFNEP program. This study provided a national comparison of 
recruiting strategies to identify a comprehensive list of recruiting methods. 
Objectives 
Effective teaching strategies  
1. Describe EFNEP program characteristics for the North Central, Northeast, Southern, and 
Western regions. 
2. Identify educational strategies used in EFNEP program facilitation. 
3. Describe the use of educational and communication technologies used in EFNEP 
program facilitation. 
4. Determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and graduation rates. 
5. Determine if correlations exist between technologies used and graduation rates.  
Effective recruitment strategies 
1. Describe strategies used by program assistants to recruit EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
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2. Identify recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment numbers in 
the U.S. 
3. Identify barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
Terms 
EFNEP – The Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program was created by the USDA and 
NIFA in 1969 with the goal of helping adults and youth incorporate heathy eating and physical 
activity into their daily lives (NIFA, 2016).  
Graduation rates – the National Institute of Food and Agriculture defines a graduate as an adult, 
or youth, who has completed the EFNEP program and required paperwork (NIFA, 2016). For 
this study, graduates were reported as graduation rates recorded in the NIFA National Tier data. 
Incentives – Also known as enhancements or gifts, are items given to participants at the end of 
the EFNEP series or at the end of each lesson. The items are typically cooking utensils and are 
used as a way to reinforce what was learned in the class (Benavente et al., 2009).  
National Tier data – National EFNEP data is reported to NIFA using WebNEERs. The data is 
then entered into the National Tier data which compiles the number of institutions, program 
assistants, funding for each institution, number of graduates, enrolled individuals, and cost per 
participant (REEIS, 2019).  
Program Assistant – Also known as paraprofessionals or peer educators, are trained to teach the 




Preformed groups – refers to groups already in the community. Preformed groups are used as a 
way to recruit new participants by collaborating with organizations or clubs, such as Women, 
Infants, and Children (WIC) and Head Start parents (Benavente et al., 2009).  
WebNEERS – Web-based Nutrition Education Evaluation and Reporting System is used to 
collect quantitative data about program participants and EFNEP staff (NIFA, 2016). 
Assumptions 
Effective teaching strategies 
 This study has the following assumptions: 
1. All subjects answered the survey questions truthfully.  
2. All subjects accurately represent the population of EFNEP program assistants from 
the 2018-2019 program year.  
3. Graduation rates are representative of effective teaching strategies leading to higher 
participant engagement.  
Effective recruitment strategies  
 This study has the following assumptions: 
1. All subjects answered the survey questions truthfully.  
2. All subjects accurately represent the population of EFNEP program assistants from 
the 2018-2019 program year.  
3. Enrollment numbers are representative of effective recruitment strategies.  
Limitations  
 This study used a census method by reaching out to all program assistants across the U.S 
using public data from published employee directories. Thus, it was not possible to know if any 
contact information was out of date. The second limitation for this study was that the findings 
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should not be generalized to other similar government funded nutrition programs since the 
population was only EFNEP program assistants. A potential limitation of this study was that the 
questions in the survey instrument were up to interpretation due to the nature of the online 
survey. Although the instrument was pilot tested for reliability and validity, the limitation could 
still arise. The final limitation to this study was that the timeline was adjusted by waiting a 
couple months for data collection for the program assistants to establish a routine or work flow 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic. This created a limitation for the study because program 
assistants might not have had access to the survey due to remote work or no work.  
Statement of Reflexivity  
 This study was not funded by any organization. With that being said, it is important to 
note I am an employee of the University of Arkansas Division of Agriculture Cooperative 
Extension Service. I am an EFNEP program assistant and I have a deep connection with this 
research topic. I understand that I might bring personal biases into this study because I recruit 
and educate limited income individuals. As the researcher, I strive to remain objective by 
presenting the data exactly as it was reported.  
Institutional Review Board 
 In compliance with the University of Arkansas and federal regulation, research conducted 
using human subject is required to be reviewed and approved before the research can commence. 
Following this policy, this study was deemed exempt by the University of Arkansas IRB office. 
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CHAPTER II: IDENTIFYING EFFECTIVE TEACHING STRATEGIES USED BY 
EFNEP IN REACHING LIMITED INCOME AUDIENCES IN THE UNITED STATES 
Introduction 
Obesity is one of the most prevalent issues in the nation. According to the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (2018), obesity affected about 93.3 million United States 
adults in 2015-2016. “Obesity-related conditions include heart disease, stroke, type 2 diabetes 
and certain types of cancer that are some of the leading causes of preventable, premature death” 
(CDC, 2018, para. 2). To combat this problem, the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) and National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA) have funded programs to 
promote healthy living (NIFA, 2014).  
The Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) “is the only program 
designed specifically to provide nutrition education, whereas the others [SNAP-ED and WIC] 
combine nutrition education together with nutrition assistance programs” (Baral et al., 2013, 
para. 1). EFNEP is one of the largest programs funded by the USDA and NIFA with nearly 68 
million dollars spent annually across 50 states to promote healthy living (NIFA, & USDA, 2018; 
Baral et al., 2013). According to NIFA (2018), “EFNEP has directly impacted economic, 
obesity, and food insecurity challenges that hinder the health and wellbeing of this nation” (para. 
1).  
The target audiences for EFNEP are low-income families and low-income youth who suffer 
from poor health at higher rates (Elmer et al., 2016). “EFNEP reaches over half a million low-
income families and low-income youth each year” (NIFA, 2018, para. 6). “Routinely, 80 percent 
or more EFNEP families report living at or below 100 percent of poverty, and nearly 70 percent 
indicate being of minority status” (NIFA, 2018, para. 6).   
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EFNEP reaches low-income audiences through targeted recruiting. Targeted recruiting 
allows EFNEP program assistants to teach participants who meet the requirements for national 
program reporting. Eligible participants are 185 percent below the poverty line and have children 
in their care. The income eligibility for EFNEP is based on the Income Eligibility Guidelines 
published by the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) program. Individuals interested in the 
EFNEP program will not be turned away if those requirements are not met. However, when a 
participant does not meet the requirements, they “audit” the program, meaning the participant 
gets to experience the program but will not receive the incentives. At the end of each lesson a 
qualifying adult participant will receive incentives, which may include: a produce brush, 
measuring cups, measuring spoons, or a cutting mat. All program participants provide 
demographic data, entry and exit behavior checklists, and adult graduate’s complete entry and 
exit diet recalls (USDA, 2016).  
EFNEP uses a peer-education model to conduct lessons (NIFA, 2018). “Paraprofessionals 
[program assistants] deliver a series of hands-on, interactive lessons to program participants” 
(NIFA, 2018, para. 3). EFNEP program assistants teach adults and/or youth. There is not a 
standard curriculum for adult and youth education programs. EFNEP lessons are based on four 
priority areas: diet quality and physical activity, food resource management, food safety, and 
food security (NIFA, 2018). One curriculum, Eating Smart, Being Active created by Colorado 
State University contains nine lessons that focus on healthy eating, incorporating physical 
activity, and saving money while shopping (Auld et al., 2015). The youth curriculum Kids in the 
Kitchen, was developed by University of Missouri Extension and consists of seven lessons 
covering topics such as cooking skills, healthy eating, food safety, and physical activity (SNAP-
Ed Connection, 2014). No specific teaching methods are required as part of curricula, but studies 
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have shown “participants prefer simple and practical information about nutrition” (Benavente et 
al., 2009, para. 3). Participants enjoy the interactive method of teaching to “learn by doing” and 
to share experiences with other limited-income families (Benavente et al., 2009, para. 3).  
NIFA (2014) utilizes a Strategic Plan to accomplish research priority areas and goals of the 
organization (NIFA, 2014). The plan focuses on four main goals: science, people, process, and 
communication. The priority of the science section is to “catalyze exemplary and relevant 
research, education and extension programs” (NIFA, 2014, p. 7). Research that focuses on 
EFNEP effectiveness contributes to NIFA goal accomplishment.  
This study evaluated the effectiveness of program assistants who facilitated EFNEP 
programs during 2018 to 2019. Analyzing the successfulness of the EFNEP program aligns with 
NIFA Sub-Goal 1.5: “Combat childhood obesity by ensuring the availability of affordable, 
nutritious food and providing individuals and families science-based nutritional guidance” 
(NIFA, 2014, p.12). Program data including participant demographic information, entry and exit 
behavior checklists, and diet recalls is managed using the “Web-based Nutrition Education 
Evaluation and Reporting System (WebNEERs)” (NIFA, 2018, para. 5). The effectiveness of 
program assistant on the institutional level is measured by the number of youth and adult 
graduates from the program. An individual is considered a graduate when he/she/they has 
completed six out of seven lessons for youth and six out of nine lessons for adults. A participant 
can only graduate when the lesson requirements are met and proper paperwork is completed. An 
adult graduate must have an entry and exit behavior checklist and an entry and exit diet recall for 
paperwork to be complete. Youth graduates only need to have the entry and exit behavior 
checklists to complete the paperwork requirement. Behavior checklists are formatted as a 




EFNEP program assistants need a resource that identifies effective teaching strategies 
used to increase participant engagement that can be applied in states across the nation. Research 
focused on methods of teaching and technology use can aid in improving the success of program 
assistants when conducting EFNEP programs. A resource identifying effective educational 
methods used by EFNEP program assistants across the nation will assist in participant 
engagement and improving graduation rates.  
Purpose and Objectives 
This study was designed to collect and analyze participation data from EFNEP programs 
across the U.S. to report program characteristics. Data were also collected regarding technology 
usage and teaching methodology by program assistants who facilitated the programs. The 
researcher focused on graduation rates from NIFA tier data to identify high yielding regions, 
which would be considered successful by NIFA standards and identified teaching methods used 
by those programs. Tier data was accessed through the Research, Education & Economics 
Information System (REEIS, 2019). The U.S. are broken into four regions: North Central, 
Northeast, Southern, and Western. The research objectives guiding this study were as follows: 
1. Describe EFNEP program characteristics for each region. 
2. Identify methods of teaching used in EFNEP program facilitation. 
3. Describe the use of educational and communication technologies used in EFNEP 
program facilitation. 
4. Determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and graduation rates. 




Review of Literature 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework guiding this study were the methods of teaching and the peer-
education model used by EFNEP program assistants in facilitation of the programs. 
Teaching Techniques 
EFNEP was established in 1969 “to encourage more healthful habits in low-income 
Americans” (Elmer et al., 2016, para. 23). EFNEP is a non-formal educational program meaning 
that it takes place in public venues such as homes, churches, community centers, and libraries. 
“Learning takes place in formal and non-formal settings, and informally as part of an adult’s 
everyday life” (Merriam & Bierema, 2013, p. 23). Non-formal settings allowed the leader of the 
program to alter the environment, lesson, or materials to fit the needs of the participant. For 
example, one-on-one versus group instruction, using online materials, hands-on activities, or 
lectures could be utilized.  
When EFNEP was established, programs were conducted using a one-on-one approach 
primarily in the homes of participants (Dollahite & Scott-Pierce, 2003). It was discovered that 
the one-on-one delivery method was too costly, so EFNEP program assistants began moving 
toward a small group format (Dollahite & Scott-Pierce, 2003). EFNEP program assistants chose 
the program delivery method that best suited the situation in that community. “Typically, urban 
areas deliver education in groups, while rural areas chose both one-on-one and groups, and were 
more likely to make this choice based on the needs of the individual participant” (Dollahite & 
Scott-Pierce, 2003, Methods Section para. 5). 
Richardson et al. (2003) found that there were barriers to maintaining participation when 
working with a limited income audience. Those barriers included low education levels, high 
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unemployment rates, and lack of economic status, which might contribute to low self-esteem 
resulting in participants being uncomfortable in group settings and not completing the program 
(Richardson, et al., 2003). To maintain participant engagement, EFNEP uses an interactive 
approach to teaching to promote behavioral changes in participants. Benavente et al. (2009) 
identified challenges, alternatives, and effective educational strategies used in reaching limited 
income audiences in North Carolina. Benavente et al. (2009) found “lectures are not an effective 
educational method for this group” (para. 3). The effective educational methods outlined by 
Benavente et al. (2009) include incorporating interactive lessons, limiting lecture-based 
instruction, using lessons that encourage small changes, and distributing incentives such as 
kitchen tools and certificates. Benavente et al. (2009) found that instruction should be interactive 
to retain participant involvement in the program. The use of appropriate educational strategies is 
necessary for maintaining active participation, which include using fun and interactive lessons, 
facilitating discussions, personalizing instructions, and using incentives to encourage participants 
(Benavente et al., 2009). 
EFNEP program assistants need to alter the lessons for individual needs to promote real 
change and a welcoming environment (Benavente et al., 2009). Building relationships 
throughout the program will aid in program success (Benavente et al., 2009; Bairstow et al., 
2002). Another approach to reaching and encouraging engagement throughout the series is the 
use of mixed media method of teaching by combining both online and face-to-face classes.  
While EFNEP has typically been facilitated in a face-to-face method, some research 
points to the use of internet to reach limited income audiences. Case et al. (2011) studied the use 
of internet as a way to reach limited income learners in Oregon because access to the internet is 
now less of a barrier. According to the United States Census Bureau, 81.4% of U.S. households 
13 
 
have broadband internet (Ryan, 2018). With the rise in internet connectivity, internet learning is 
in high demand, which can lead to variations in delivery of classes such as “blended or hybrid 
courses that are a mixture of face-to-face and web-based instruction, to fully 100% online 
instruction” (Merriam & Bierema, 2013, p. 193). Online learning is “cost-effective education that 
is not bound by geography” (Merriam & Bierema, 2013, p. 196). Case et al. (2011) found that 
“online education also holds the promise of on-demand, convenient delivery that can be 
customized to individual learning needs and pace using a growing assortment of multimedia 
tools” (Case et al., 2011, para. 2). Case et al. (2011) explained that the majority of study 
participants “expressed that the primary motivation to use internet for formal education would be 
if there were extrinsic motivators” i.e., making it mandatory, being entered into a drawing, or 
receiving coupons (para. 17). Case et al. (2011) found that “independent learning online was not 
as desirable as going to a live class” (para. 16). Merriam and Bierema (2013) conducted research 
on the effectiveness of online learning and found that learners had better outcomes if the online 
instruction “was collaborative or instructor-driven” (p.198). Further, the ability to interact with 
other users or experts was found to be a motivator in accessing online nutritional content (Elmer 
et al., 2016). To maximize the online educational experience EFNEP program assistants would 
need to apply this instructor-driven approach.   
In 2014, Leak et al. conducted focus groups with 26 EFNEP graduates in North Carolina 
to “directly assess the effectiveness of using social media to communicate nutrition information 
with this [low-income] audience” (p. 204). The participants in the focus groups expressed 
interest in seeing EFNEP use social media to post recipes, tips for healthy ways to prepare food, 
tips for getting children involved in the kitchen, and tips for how to shop on a budget (Leak et al., 
2014). Participants also suggested EFNEP Facebook pages should use photos to enhance visual 
14 
 
appeal of the page and the page should not be text heavy (Leak et al., 2014). Focus group 
participants also expressed wanting “a page that could serve as a platform where they could 
share their trials and successes with others to create an encouraging and positive environment” 
(Leak et al., 2014, p. 206). A theme that arose throughout the study, was participants “wanted to 
be able to trust that they were receiving the most current and up-to-date research information” 
(Leak et al., 2014, p. 206). In the focus groups conducted by Leak et al. (2014) and Case et al. 
(2011) participants expressed that the ability to interact with other users or experts would be a 
motivator to access online nutritional information.  
Some EFNEP program assistants use online and face-to-face methods to conduct the 
program. This could be a preferred method to maintain engagement with the program because in-
person group meetings have been found to be the most effective when promoting behavioral 
changes in participants (Case et al., 2011; Weatherspoon et al., 2017). Maintaining a social 
media presence for EFNEP could reinforce the lessons taught in the face-to-face classes in order 
to “magnify the improved behavioral outcomes in program participants” (Elmer et al., 2016, 
para. 23).  
Peer-Education Model 
EFNEP uses the peer-education model when facilitating the programs. This approach 
uses community members to educate the public. “EFNEP uses an in-person, peer-educator model 
to provide evidence-based nutrition education” (Elmer et al., 2016, para. 3). Peer educators use 
their own experiences in the community to relate and build relationships with EFNEP 
participants. Building relationships fosters a welcoming environment that encourages 
participants to be engaged in the program and ultimately complete the program. Universities 
across the country use the peer-education model to help students learn and grow from peers in 
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the school or community. Wawrzynski et al. (2011) conducted a national survey on peer-
education in colleges and universities across the U.S. This survey found that peer-education is 
important for the growth of students and the peer educators. Peer educators can communicate 
with others in a way faculty or administration personnel cannot (Wawrzynski et al., 2011). “Peer 
educators provide valuable health-related information and guidance to their peers” (Wawrzynski 
et al., 2011, p. 24). This model of peer-education has been applied to many community outreach 
programs including EFNEP (NIFA, 2018).  
Theoretical Framework 
The experiential learning theory, learner-centered education theory, and the Community 
Nutrition Education Logic Model guided this study’s theoretical framework. 
Experiential Learning 
Experiential learning focuses on learning by doing where the student is an active member 
of the educational process using hands-on activities. Experiential learning theory is a branch of 
social cognitive theory. Social cognitive theory explains that “much human learning occurs in a 
social environment” by observing the behaviors of others (Merriam & Bierema, 2013, p. 35). 
Experiential learning is typically represented by a four-stage learning cycle that includes: 
concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active 
experimentation (see Figure 1). This approach allows students to learn, review, and apply what 
they have learned. Experiential learning is an active form of learning, like social cognitive 
theory, behaviors are observed to acquire and apply knowledge (Merriam & Bierema, 2013). 
“The goal of active learning is to promote student participation and interaction in the classroom” 
(Wurdinger & Carlson, 2010, p. 16). Wurdinger and Carlson (2010) explained that “students are 
most excited about learning when they are actively involved in the learning process through 
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discussion, group work, hands-on participation, and applying information outside the classroom 
(p. 6). “Experiential learning has trickled into many different fields and is becoming recognized 
by educators as being more effective than passive methods of learning” (Wurdinger & Carlson, 
2010, p. 12). Using an experiential approach will lead to “genuine education” (Merriam & 
Bierema, 2013, p. 36).  
 
Figure 1. Experiential Learning four-stage cycle 
Note. Experiential Learning cycle adapted from "Kolb's Experiential Learning Theory and Its 
Application in Geography in Higher Education," by M. Healey and A. Jenkins, 2000, Journal of 
Geography, 99, p. 187. Copyright 2000 by the National Council for Geographic Education. 
 
Learner-centered Education 
Learner-centered education is when the focus of the educational experience shifts from 
the teacher to the student. The learner-centered approach is typically applied to promote behavior 
change (Kaiser et al., 2007). Learner-centered education is an approach that focuses on 
motivating people and promoting learning using the learners “experiences, perspectives, 
interests, talents, and needs” (Kaiser et al., 2007, para. 1). The learner-centered approach is based 
on the constructivism theory of learning where “learning is how people make sense of their 
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experience—learning is the construction of meaning from experience” (Merriam & Bierema, 
2013, p. 36). Five principles guide the learner-centered approach: (1) learning is based on 
experiences; (2) characteristics of each individual learner are considered when planning 
experiences; (3) learners perceptions shape what is taught; (4) learners’ curiosity is nurtured; (5) 
learning is best when it involves the emotions; (5) the learning environment is free from fear 
(Kaiser et al., 2007).  
The learning process is supported when the environment is based on building 
relationships and fostering non-judgmental discussions (Benavente et al., 2009). “One of the 
basic principles of a learner-centered approach is that learning is best achieved when positive 
relationships are established” (Benavente et al., 2009, para. 26). Relationships can be formed 
through non-judgmental discussions between the teacher and the students by limiting lecture-
based education.  
Community Nutrition Education Logic Model 
The Community Nutrition Education (CNE) Logic Model “applies a socio-ecological 
approach to support a broad continuum of intervention strategies and outcomes over time” 
(NIFA, 2015, para. 1). “Outcomes are reported as short term, where knowledge is gained and/or 
skills are developed; medium term, where behaviors have been adopted; and long term, where 
health, financial, and or social conditions have changed” (NIFA, 2015, para. 1). This model is 
used to “keep program managers focused on the ultimate goal, to provide educational programs 
and social marketing activities that increase the likelihood of people making healthy food 
choices consistent with the most recent dietary advice” (NIFA, 2015, para. 2). The model is used 
to enhance the communication and evaluation efforts of nutrition education programs. As shown 
in Figure 2, applying the model starts with describing the situation, assessing the priority areas 
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that will be met using the program, the inputs that will be applied in facilitation of the program, 
then identify the intervention strategies that should be used based on the focus (individuals and 
families, environmental settings, or sectors of influence). The outputs are presented as activities 
that should be used and who should participate in those activities. Finally, the outcomes of the 
program are assessed looking at the range of short term to long term outcomes for each focus 
group. The CNE Logic Model also provides examples of indicators that the certain priority areas 
have been met. For example, if the individuals “chronic disease risk factors are decreased” then 
that is an example of a long-term outcome from the knowledge gained about diet quality and 
physical activity. SNAP-Ed was the prototype used in the development of this model. This model 









Figure 2. Community Nutrition Education Logic Model 







EFNEP program assistants do not have a resource that identifies nationwide effective 
teaching strategies and technology used to increase participant engagement. The purposes of this 
study were to collect and analyze data from EFNEP programs to identify methods of teaching 
used in facilitation of the program, describe educational and communication technologies used, 
and determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and/or technologies used and 
regional graduation rates. Objectives of this study were:  
1. Describe EFNEP program characteristics for each region. 
2. Identify methods of teaching used in EFNEP program facilitation. 
3. Describe the use of educational and communication technologies used in EFNEP 
program facilitation. 
4. Determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and graduation rates. 
5. Determine if correlations exist between technologies used and graduation rates.  
Instrument Development 
The design of the study was a quantitative cross-sectional survey method. The cross-
sectional survey design is one of the most popular survey designs in education (Creswell, 2008). 
Cross-sectional surveys are used to study a population at one point in time to identify attitudes 
and practices, community needs, or evaluate programs (Creswell, 2008).  
The instrument was researcher-developed based on the literature available about 
educational strategies and current technologies. The instrument was comprised of 30 closed-
ended questions formatted as matrix questions using Likert scales and multiple-choice questions 
and five open-response questions. Twenty-seven of the 35 items in the survey instrument were 





characteristics, methods of teaching, communication technologies used by EFNEP program 
assistants who facilitated programs from 2018-2019, and program assistant demographic data 
(Appendix B). Additionally, the self-perceived communication competence scale created by 
McCroskey and McCroskey (1988) was modified for this study (α = 0.92). The purpose of this 
scale is to measure self-perceived competence in 12 communication situations. The survey 
questions were reviewed for reliability and credibility by a panel of experts including: an expert 
in EFNEP, a statistics expert, a survey research expert, and an expert in communication. 
Cognitive interviews were conducted with six individuals with extension and nutrition education 
experience to evaluate the instrument and insure validity and reliability (Elliot et al., 2016). 
These cognitive interview participants did not complete the final survey.  
 The survey was pilot tested using a test-retest reliability method. This method uses one 
instrument administered twice to the same people to determine the reliability of questions that 
make up the instrument. EFNEP coordinators were asked if they would be willing to take part in 
the pilot test using the National EFNEP coordinators listserv. The initial request was sent on 
April 24, 2020 (Appendix C). Ten EFNEP coordinators agreed to participate in the pilot testing 
process. The pilot test was conducted via Qualtrics and the initial test was sent on May 19, 2020, 
to the ten coordinators (Appendix D). Reminder emails were sent each week for two weeks to 
the coordinators who did not complete the survey. Three weeks after each coordinator completed 
the initial test survey, the retest was sent out. Qualtrics links were sent between June 12, 2020 – 
June 19, 2020 for the retest portion of the pilot testing process (Appendix E). Six coordinators 
completed both the test and retest portion of the pilot testing process. Using the data from the six 
coordinators who completed the test-retest process, the reliability coefficient was calculated 





considered good reliability (APA, 2020). Internal consistency was calculated for each Likert 
scale question to ensure the questions were only focusing on one construct. A Cronbach’s alpha 
score of .70 or greater is considered acceptable internal consistency. The modified self-perceived 
communication competence scale had a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.96, which is considered excellent 
(Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Forms of technology used during program facilitation and methods of 
recruiting had acceptable internal consistency with Cronbach’s Alpha scores of 0.76 and 0.79, 
respectively (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). The Likert scale questions collecting data on frequency of 
use for different educational techniques to engage participants had questionable internal 
consistency (α = 0.68) and the Likert scale question about barriers to participating in EFNEP 
programs had poor internal consistency (α = 0.58), but the categories of scale for both questions 
were gathered from literature (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).  
Subject Selection 
The population who was targeted for this study was EFNEP program assistants from 
across the U.S. to identify educational strategies and technology used to increase participant 
engagement. This population was chosen because the program assistants could self-report the 
educational strategies and technologies used in the facilitation of their programs. A census 
approach was used because the entire population in the U.S. was surveyed. This census method 
allowed conclusions to be drawn about the entire population (Creswell, 2008). To establish a 
confidence level of 95 percent, at least 267 respondents were needed (Israel, 2013). EFNEP is 
broken up into four regions: Western, North Central, Northeast, and Southern. The Western 
region had 96.7 program assistants in 13 states with each state having one institution. The North 
Central region had 186.7 program assistants in 12 states housing 14 institutions. The Northeast 





344.9 program assistants in 13 states with 27 institutions. As shown in Figure 3, the Southern 
region had the most program assistants, followed by the North Central, Northeast, and Western 
regions (NIFA, 2020).  
Figure 3. U.S. Divided into Regions  
Note. Created using MapChart.net. Regional map based on “EFNEP Where You Live: Partner 
Websites,” by the National Institute of Food and Agriculture, 2018, USDA.  
 
Data Collection 
Initially the researcher attempted to use the National Coordinator listserv to acquire 
program assistant contact information. However, the COVID-19 pandemic had caused many to 
shift to remote work and some coordinators indicated they were overloaded at work and unable 
to provide names and contacts at the time of the request. Thus, the researcher used the public 
county extension directories across the U.S. to collect the contact information for every EFNEP 
program assistant at the 69 institutions offering EFNEP. The Qualtrics link for the survey 





2020 (Appendix F). Three-weeks later reminder emails were sent to all program assistants that 
did not complete the survey (Appendix G). Reminder emails were sent between August 12, 2020 
to August 19, 2020. Reminder emails were sent three weeks after the initial request in order to 
not irritate the program assistants. A modified timeline for survey distribution was used for this 
audience because Dillman et al. (2014) emphasized optimal timing for web-based surveys 
“varies considerably depending on the goals and needs of the study, as well as the population 
being surveyed” (p. 336). To spite data being collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, there 
was a 43.1% response rate for this study. Of the 346 usable survey responses, the Southern 
region had the highest response rate (52.2%), followed by the Western region (44.5%), the North 
Central region (34.8%), and the Northeast region (33.2%). 
Data Analysis 
Survey data was converted into an Excel spreadsheet to be used for analysis. The data 
was analyzed using SAS 9.4. Descriptive statistics were analyzed through frequencies and 
percentages. Point-Biserial correlations were conducted to determine if correlations existed 
between program characteristics and graduation rates, and technology use and graduation rates. 
Point-Biserial correlations are used to determine correlations between a dichotomous variable 
with an interval or ratio variable (Spatz, 2019).  
Results & Findings 
There was a total of 803 program assistants across the U.S. during the fall 2018- fall 2019 
program year. EFNEP is broken into four regions: North Central, Northeast, Southern, and 
Western. During the fall 2018- fall 2019 program year, the Southern region had the most 
program assistants (N = 344.9), followed by North Central (N = 186.7), Northeast (N = 174.7), 





survey. Participants who did not view each question; therefore, not completing the survey, were 
removed from the study. There were 18 participants who did not complete the survey, leaving 
346 usable survey responses and an overall response rate of 43.1 percent. Data was analyzed 
using the SAS 9.4 software to calculate frequencies, percentages, and correlations. The results 
and findings are presented in five sections corresponding to the five research objectives. The 
research objectives were: 
1. Describe EFNEP program characteristics for each region. 
2. Identify methods of teaching used in EFNEP program facilitation. 
3. Describe the use of educational and communication technologies used in EFNEP 
program facilitation. 
4. Determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and graduation rates. 
5. Determine if correlations exist between technologies used and graduation rates.  
RO1: Describe EFNEP program characteristics for each region. 
 To collect data on EFNEP characteristics, participants were asked questions about 
demographic characteristics, number of meetings during a series, length of a typical class, 
educational format, and confidence communicating in various situations. The first variable was 
EFNEP educator demographics including gender, highest education level, and length of 
employment. As shown in Table 1, 82.1% of the respondents were female (n = 284), 30.4% had 
a bachelor’s degree (n = 105), 29.5% had some college (n = 102), and 31.2% have worked for 















(n = 65) 
Northeast 
Region 
(n = 58) 
Southern 
Region 
(n = 180) 
Western 
Region 
(n = 43) 
Total 
(N = 346) 
 n % n % n % n % n % 
Gender           
  Female 57 87.7 50 86.2 142 78.9 35 81.4 284 82.1 
  Male 3 4.6 3 5.2 7 3.9 - - 13 3.8 
  Other - - - - 5 2.8 1 2.3 6 1.7 
Highest educational level          
  High school graduate  6 9.2 3 5.2 12 6.7 2 4.7 23 6.7 
  Some college  13 20.0 18 31.0 61 33.9 10 23.3 102 29.5 
  Associates degree 11 16.9 18 31.0 36 20.0 6 14.0 71 20.5 
  Bachelor’s degree 24 36.9 8 13.8 55 30.6 18 41.9 105 30.4 
  Master’s degree 9 13.9 8 13.8 13 7.2 6 14.0 36 10.4 
  Professional degree - - 2 3.5 - - - - 2 0.6 
Length of employment           
  1 year or less 6 9.2 6 10.3 31 17.2 6 14.0 49 14.2 
  2-5 years 31 47.7 10 17.2 54 30.0 13 30.2 108 31.2 
  6-10 years 8 12.3 13 22.4 29 16.1 9 20.9 59 17.1 
  11-15 years 9 13.9 8 13.8 36 20.0 5 11.6 58 16.8 
  16-20 years 6 9.2 8 13.8 16 8.9 5 11.6 35 10.1 
  Over 20 years 5 7.7 13 22.4 13 7.2 4 9.3 35 10.1 
Note. Participants were allowed to skip questions. 
Participants were asked to identify the curricula used during adult program facilitation. 
Program assistants could select more than one adult curriculum from this list: Eating Smart, 
Being Active; Families Eating Smart, Moving More; Healthier Body for Everyone; Today’s 
Mom; Being Smart, Being Active; and, Other. As shown in Table 2, 53.2% of the program 



















(n = 58) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 180) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 43) 
 Total  
(N = 346) 

















20 31.8  14 24.1  33 18.3  3 6.9  70 20.2 
Today’s Mom 
 




1 1.5  3 5.2  3 1.7  2 4.7  9 2.6 
Other 
 
19 29.2  20 34.5  79 43.9  4 9.3  122 35.3 
Note. N = 346. Participants could select more than one option.  
 
In the Southern region, 43.9% of the program assistants indicated using “other” adult 
curricula to teach EFNEP (n = 79), followed by 42.2% using Eating Smart, Being Active (n = 
76), and 20.6% using Today’s Mom (n = 37). The most common curricula used in the North 
Central region included: Eating Smart, Being Active (n = 34); Eat Smart, Move More (n = 20); 
and “other” (n = 19). In the Northeast region, the most common curricula included: Eating 
Smart, Being Active (n = 38); “other” (n = 20); and Eat Smart, Move More (n = 14). The most 
common curricula used in the Western region included: Eating Smart, Being Active (n = 36); 





Participants had the option to identify “other” curricula used during program facilitation. 
As shown in Table 3, there were 40 “other” curricula being used by program assistants across the 
U.S. The top three “other” curricula being used by program assistants were: Healthy Bites, 
Healthy Moves (n = 12); Cooking Matters for Adults (n = 11); and Food Talk (n = 10). 
Table 3 
Other Curricula Used Across the U.S. 
Curricula n 
Healthy Bites, Healthy Moves 12 
Cooking Matters for Adults 11 
Food Talk 10 
Fresh start 7 
Healthy Foods, Healthy Family 6 
CATCH 6 
Let's Eat for the Health of It 6 
Eat Healthy, Be Active 5 
Teen Cuisine 5 
Fresh Start Nutrition & You 4 
Show Me Nutrition 3 
FNEC 3 
Choices: steps toward Health 3 
Professor Popcorn 3 
Eat Smart, Live Strong 2 
Healthy Cents 2 
Sisters in Health 2 
Healthy Choices for Every Body 2 
CREATE 1 
Healthy Children Healthy Families 1 
Cooking Up Fun 1 
Learn Grow Eat Go 1 
Choose Healthy Food Fitness Fun 1 
Around the Table with EFNEP 1 
My Plate for My Family 1 





Table 3 (Cont.)  
Curricula n 
Finding a Balance 1 
Breastfeeding 1 
Eating Smart through the Lifecycle  1 
Health Families Eat Better for Less 1 
H.E.A.L. Healthy Eating Active Living 1 
Eating Smart During Pregnancy 1 
Faithful Families and Lifecycle  1 
Healthy food Healthy plate2 1 
Become a Nutrition Detective  1 
Color Me Healthy 1 
Simply Cent$ible Nutrition 1 
Food & Money Basics 1 
Dining with Diabetes 1 
Mediterranean Cuisine 1 
Note. N = 122. Only participants who selected the “other” option answered this question. 
 
Program assistants were asked to identify the number of times their participants typically 
met for instruction during an EFNEP series. Program assistants could select the number of 
meetings from the following options: 1-3 times, 4-6 times, 7-9 times, and more than 9 times. As 
shown in Table 4, during a typical EFNEP adult series groups met 7-9 times (50.4%). Program 


























(n = 58) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 180) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 42) 
 Total  
(N = 345) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
1-3 times 
 
4 6.1  4 6.9  17 9.4  3 7.1  28 8.2 
4-6 times 
 
25 38.5  31 53.4  59 32.8  12 28.6  127 36.8 
7-9 times 
 
33 50.8  23 39.7  92 51.1  26 61.9  174 50.4 
More than 9 
times 
 
3 4.6  - -  12 6.7  1 2.4  16 4.6 
Note. N = 345. Participants were allowed to skip questions. This question had a response rate of 
99.7%.   
 
In the North Central region, 50.8% of respondents reported meeting 7-9 times during a 
series (n = 33), followed by 38.5% meeting 4-6 times during a series (n = 25). The Southern 
region followed the same trend with 51.1% reported meeting 7-9 times (n = 92), followed by 
32.8% reported meeting 4-6 times during a series (n = 59). The Western region also followed the 
same trend as the North Central and Southern regions with 61.9% reported meeting 7-9 times 
during a series (n = 26) and 28.6% reported meeting 4-6 times during a series (n = 12). The 
Northeast region was unique in that 53.4% reported meeting 4-6 times during a series (n = 31), 
followed by 39.7% reported meeting 7-9 times during a series (n = 23). 
Program assistants were asked to identify the length of their typical class including the 
food demonstration, instruction, and physical activity. Program assistants could select the class 
length from 30 minutes, 45 minutes, 60 minutes, one hour and 30 minutes, two hours, and 




















(n = 58) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 179) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 42) 
 Total  
(N = 344) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
30 Minutes 
 
4 6.2  - -  7 3.9  1 2.4  12 3.5 
45 Minutes 
 
16 24.6  6 10.3  30 16.8  1 2.4  53 15.4 
60 Minutes 
 
19 29.2  17 29.3  88 49.2  9 21.4  133 38.7 
1 Hour and 30 
Minutes 
 
17 26.2  19 32.8  32 17.9  22 52.4  90 26.2 
2 Hours 
 
9 13.8  14 24.1  17 9.5  8 19.0  48 13.9 
Other 
 
- -  2 3.5  5 2.7  1 2.4  8 2.3 
Note. N = 344. Participants were allowed to skip questions. This question had a response rate of 
99.4%.   
 
 The North Central region reported primarily conducting classes for 60 minutes with 
29.2% (n = 19), followed by one hour and 30 minutes with 26.2% (n = 17), and 45 minutes with 
24.6% (n = 16). The Southern region reported primarily conducting classes for 60 minutes with 
49.2% (n = 88), followed by one hour and 30 minutes with 17.9% (n = 32), and 45 minutes with 
16.8% (n = 30). The Northeast region reported primarily conducting classes for one hour and 30 
minutes with 32.8% (n = 19), followed by 60 minutes with 29.3% (n = 17), and two hours with 
24.1% (n = 14). The Western region reported primarily conducting classes for one hour and 30 
minutes with 52.4% (n = 22), followed by 60 minutes with 21.4% (n = 9), and two hours with 
19.0% (n = 8).  
Program assistants were asked to indicate their level of confidence communicating in 12 





confidence during the situations was measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Not at 
all confident, 2 = Slightly confident, 3 = Somewhat confident, 4 = Moderately confident, and 5 = 
Extremely confident. As shown in Table 6, the mean confidence levels ranged from 4.28 (SD = 
0.60) to 4.38 (SD = 0.69).  
Table 6 
Confidence Communicating by Region 
Region M SD 
North Central  
(n = 65) 
4.28 0.60 
Northeast  
(n = 58) 
4.30 1.04 
Southern  
(n = 180) 
4.38 0.69 
Western  
(n = 43) 
4.29 0.86 
Note. N = 346. Data were collected using a modified self-perceived communication competence 
scale created by McCroskey and McCroskey (1988). 
  
 The Southern region had the highest mean level of confidence (M = 4.38, SD = 0.69), 
followed by the Northeastern region (M = 4.30, SD = 1.04), the Western region (M = 4.29, SD = 
0.86), and the North Central region (M = 4.28, SD = 0.60). Overall, the average self-perceived 
confidence level was 4.34.  
As shown in Table 7, overall program assistants feel the least confident when talking in a 
large meeting of strangers (M = 3.99, SD = 1.07) and the most confident when talking with a 
friend (M = 4.72, SD = 0.74). Communications confidence was measured on a five-point Likert-
type scale where 1 = Not at all confident, 2 = Slightly confident, 3 = Somewhat confident, 4 = 











Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Perceived Confidence Communicating in Different 

















(n = 43) 
 
Total 
(N = 346)  
M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD) 
Present a talk 











 4.21 (0.93) 












 3.99 (1.07) 












 4.36 (0.93) 











 4.29 (0.90) 
Present a talk 











 4.25 (0.94) 












 4.07 (1.03) 
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 4.49 (0.95) 
Present a talk 


































(n = 43) 
 
Total 
(N = 346)  
 M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD) 












 4.34 (0.95) 












 4.53 (0.86) 










 4.72 (0.74) 
Note. N = 346. Confidence in communicating was measured on a five-point Likert-type scale 
where 1 = Not at all confident, 2 = Slightly confident, 3 = Somewhat confident, 4 = Moderately 
confident, and 5 = Extremely confident. Data were collected using a modified self-perceived 
communication competence scale created by McCroskey and McCroskey (1988).  
 
According to the reported self-perceived confidence levels, program assistants felt least 
confident when talking in a large meeting of strangers in the North Central (M = 3.77, SD = 
1.04), Northeast (M = 4.00, SD = 1.26), Southern (M = 4.09, SD = 0.97), and the Western (M = 
3.86, SD = 1.21) regions. Program assistants felt most confident when talking with a friend in 
the North Central (M = 4.74, SD = 0.64), Northeast (M = 4.60, SD = 1.06), Southern (M = 4.75, 
SD = 0.61), and the Western (M = 4.70, SD = 0.86) regions. 
RO2: Identify methods of teaching used in EFNEP program facilitation. 
 To collect data on methods of teaching used during EFNEP facilitation, program 
assistants were asked about their preferred class structure, educational format, educational 
techniques used to increase participant engagement, preferred teaching methodology, if they 
were taught the peer-education model or the learner-centered education approach during training, 
if they believe EFNEP hires peers from the community, and if EFNEP focuses teaching around 





Program assistants have the option to conduct classes one-on-one with participants or in a 
group setting. Program assistants were asked to identify their preferred class structure as being 
either one-on-one or group setting. As shown in Figure 4, 90.8% of program assistants prefer to 
teach in a group setting (n = 314). Program assistants indicated their preference for teaching in a 
group setting in the North Central (n = 59), Northeast (n = 51), Southern (n = 164), and Western 
(n = 40) regions.  
 
Figure 4. Preferred Class Structure by Region 
Note. N = 346. Participants were asked to select their preferred class structure when conducting 
EFNEP classes.  
 
 Program assistants who reported using the group format were asked to select their 
average group class size from the following options: less than 5 participants, 5-10 participants, 
11-15 participants, 16-20 participants, and more than 20 participants. As shown in Table 8, most 



























































(n = 50) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 164) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 39) 
 Total  
(N = 312) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
Less than 5 
participants 
 












6 10.2  3 6.0  26 15.9  4 10.3  39 12.5 
More than 20 
participants 
 
14 23.7  1 2.0  19 11.6  2 5.0  36 11.5 
Note. N = 312. Participants who reported a preference of group class structure answered this 
question. This question had a response rate of 99.4%. 
 
The primary group class size was 5-10 participants for the North Central (39%), 
Northeast (62%), Southern (40.2%), and Western (43.6%) regions. The secondary group class 
size was 11-15 participants for the Northeast (20.0%), Southern (19.5%), and Western (30.8%) 
regions. The secondary group class size for the North Central region was “More than 20 
participants” (23.7%).  
Program assistants were asked to select the educational format they use when conducting 
EFNEP classes. Educational formats were identified as online, face-to-face, or a mixture of 
online and face-to-face. As shown in Figure 5, 77.7% of program assistants prefer teaching face-








Figure 5. Educational Formats used by Program Assistants by Region 
Note. N = 346. Program assistants were asked to select the educational format they use when 
conducting EFNEP classes. Program assistants could only select one format. 
 
The primary educational format preferred by program assistants was face-to-face in the 
North Central (n = 49), Northeast (n = 44), Southern (n = 138), and Western (n = 38) regions. 
The secondary choice was a mixture of face-to-face and online classes for the North Central (n = 
12), Northeast (n = 10), Southern (n = 28), and Western (n = 5) regions. The educational method 
used the least was teaching only online for the North Central (n = 4), Northeast (n = 4), Southern 
(n = 14), and Western (n = 0) regions. 
Program assistants were provided a list of educational techniques for participant 
engagement. The program assistants were asked to identify their frequency of technique usage in 
their classes, including interactive lessons, lectures, encourage small changes, distribute 
incentives, encourage discussions, and build relationships with participants. The frequency of use 
was measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Few classes, 3 = Some 
classes, 4 = Most classes, and 5 = Every class. As shown in Table 9, educational techniques 
used at every class include build relationships with participants (89.9%), followed by encourage 

























































 Every class 




4 1.2  4 1.2  10 2.9  49 14.2  278 80.4 
Lectures 
 

















1 0.3  - -  7 2.0  26 7.5  311 89.9 
Note. N = 346.  
As shown in Table 10, the educational techniques are ordered form highest mean 
frequency of use to lowest mean frequency of use. Individual mean values for educational 



















Summary Table of Educational Techniques Used to Engage Participants by Region 
North Central  Northeast  Southern  Western 
Interactive Lessons  Encourage 
Discussions 















 Encourage Small 
Changes  
















Lectures  Lectures  Lectures  Lectures 
Note. Educational techniques are ordered from highest mean frequency of use to lowest mean 
frequency of use.  
 
 The primary educational technique used by educators across the U.S. was building 
relationships with participants (M = 4.86, SD = 0.51), followed by encourage discussions (M = 
4.83, SD = 0.53), encourage small changes (M = 4.75, SD = 0.73), interactive lessons (M = 4.71, 
SD = 0.73), distribute incentives (M = 4.06, SD = 1.27), and lectures (M = 3.53, SD = 1.69). 
As shown in Table 11, the educational technique with the highest mean frequency of use 
in the North Central region was interactive lessons (M = 4.80, SD = 0.44), followed by build 
relationships with participants (M = 4.80, SD = 0.62), and encourage discussions (M = 4.75, SD 
= 0.56). The educational technique with the highest mean frequency of use in the Northeast 
region was encourage discussions (M = 4.93, SD = 0.26), followed by build relationships with 
participants (M = 4.91, SD = 0.34), and encourage small changes (M = 4.86, SD = 0.51). The 





relationships with participants (M = 4.88, SD = 0.39), followed by encourage discussions (M = 
4.85, SD = 0.48), and encourage small changes (M = 4.74, SD = 0.78). The educational technique 
with the highest mean frequency of use in the Western region was build relationships with 
participants (M = 4.79, SD = 0.83), followed by encourage small changes (M = 4.77, SD = 0.84), 
and encourage discussions (M = 4.74, SD = 0.85). The educational technique with the lowest 
mean frequency of use was lectures in the North Central region (M = 3.25, SD = 1.71), Northeast 
region (M = 3.33, SD = 1.70), Southern region (M = 3.63, SD = 1.69), and Western region (M = 
3.79, SD = 1.63).     
Table 11 


















(n = 43) 
 
Total 
(N = 346)  








































































 4.86 (0.51) 
Note. N = 346. Frequency of use was measured on a five-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Never, 2 = 






 Program assistants were asked to identify their preferred teaching methodology from the 
following choices: largely teacher-directed, largely student-centered, more teacher-directed than 
student-centered, more student-centered than teacher-directed, and an even balance between 
teacher-directed and student-centered. As shown in Figure 6, 61% of program assistants 
identified “even balance between teacher-directed and student-centered” as their preferred 
teaching methodology.  
 
Figure 6. Teaching Methodology Used by Program Assistants Across the U.S. 
Note. N = 344. Participants were allowed to skip questions. This question had a 99.4% response 
rate.  
 
 Program assistants were asked to identify if they were taught the peer-education model 
and the learner-centered education approach during EFNEP educator training in their respective 
states. As shown in Table 12, a majority of program assistants were taught the peer-education 















More teacher directed than
student centered























(n = 58) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 180) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 43) 
 Total  
(N = 346) 











35 53.9  36 62.1  121 67.2  33 76.7  225 65.0 
Note. N = 346. The table includes responses from participants who answered “yes.”  
 
 Program assistants were asked the level to which they agree or disagree with the 
following statements: EFNEP hires peers from the community as program assistants, and EFNEP 
focuses teaching around the learners and their needs (Table 13). The level of agreement or 
disagreement was measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = 
Somewhat disagree, 3 = Neutral/ Not applicable, 4 = Somewhat agree, and 5 = Strongly agree.  
Table 13 













n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
EFNEP hires 




22 6.4  18 5.2  70 20.2  108 31.2  128 37.0 
EFNEP focuses 
teaching around 
the learners and 
their needs. 
10 2.9  10 2.9  19 5.5  87 25.1  220 63.6 





As shown in Table 13, 68.2% of program assistants indicated that EFNEP hires peers 
from the community (n = 236); and, 88.7% of program assistants indicated that the EFNEP 
program focuses teaching around the learners and their needs (n = 307).  
RO3. Describe the use of educational and communication technologies used in EFNEP 
program facilitation. 
 To collect data on the use of educational and communication technologies used in 
program facilitation, program assistants were asked: if they teach online classes, how many 
lessons do they typically teach online; which media platforms they use to teach classes online; if 
they use technology for instructional purposes while teaching classes; what forms of technology 
they use in facilitation of the programs; and, if they believe EFNEP should incorporate more 
online classes to reach participants.  
Out of the program assistants surveyed, 77 indicated they teach classes online or a 
mixture of online and face-to-face delivery (Figure 5). As shown in Table 14, of the program 
assistants teaching online classes 34.3% indicated teaching at least six lessons online during their 
typical series (n = 23), followed by 20.9% teaching nine classes online (n = 14), and 17.9% 
teaching 8 classes online (n = 12).  
Table 14 
Frequency and Percentages of Number of Lessons Taught Online During a Typical Series 
Number of lessons n % 
1 2 3.0 
2 1 1.5 
3 1 1.5 
4 3 4.5 
5 3 4.5 
6 23 34.3 
7 3 4.5 





Table 14 (Cont.) 
Number of lessons n % 
9 14 20.9 
10 4 6.9 
11 - - 
12 1 1.5 
Note. N = 67. Program assistants were allowed to skip questions. This question had a response 
rate of 87.0%.  
 
Program assistants were asked to identify which media platform(s) they used to teach 
classes online. As shown in Table 15, 93.5% of program assistants reported using Zoom to 
facilitate classes online (n = 72), followed by 29.9% using Facebook (n = 23), and 14.3% using 
“other” media platforms to facilitate classes online (n = 11).  
Table 15 













(n = 14) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 42) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 5) 
 Total  
(N = 77) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
Facebook 
 
4 25.0  5 35.7  11 26.2  3 60.0  23 29.9 
YouTube 
 
3 18.8  - -  1 2.4  1 20.0  5 6.5 
Zoom 
 








- -  - -  2 4.8  1 20.0  3 3.9 
Other 
 
2 12.5  2 14.3  7 16.7  - -  11 14.3 
Note. N = 77. Only participants who reported conducting EFNEP classes online or using a 
mixture of online and face-to-face answered this question. Participants were allowed to select 






 The primary media platform used by program assistants was Zoom in the North Central 
(93.8%), Northeast (100%), Southern (90.5%), and Western (100%) regions. Conversely, the 
media platform used least was Microsoft Meetings with only 4.8% of the Southern region 
reporting the use of that platform (n = 2).  
Program assistants had the option to identify “other” media platforms they used to 
facilitate online classes. There were six “other” media platforms used by program assistants 
across the U.S. As shown in Table 16, the most common “other” media platform identified was 
the telephone (n = 3), followed by their county extension pages (n = 2), Google Classroom (n = 
1), Google Voice (n = 1), Messenger (n = 1), and Canvas Studio (n = 1).  
Table 16 
Other Media Platforms used to During Online Classes Across the U.S. 
Media Platforms n 
Telephone 3 
Extension Pages 2 
Google Classroom 1 
Google Voice 1 
Messenger 1 
Canvas Studio 1 
Note. N = 11. Only participants who selected the “other” option answered this question. 
 
 A majority of program assistants surveyed indicated using technology for instructional 
purposes while teaching EFNEP classes (70.2%). Program assistants were asked to identify the 
form(s) of technology used during program facilitation. As shown in Table 17, the primary forms 
of technology used by program assistants were: audio (79.4%), video (79.0%), and computers 
(78.2%). Table 17 reflects the technologies used by program assistants during facilitation of the 




















(n = 36) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 126) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 35) 
 Total  
(N = 243) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
Projectors 
 
23 50.0  19 52.8  80 63.5  29 82.9  151 62.1 
Computers 
 
29 63.0  32 88.9  102 81.0  27 77.1  190 78.2 
Video 
 





33 71.7  25 69.4  104 82.5  31 88.6  193 79.4 
Social media 
 




13 28.3  12 33.3  40 31.7  8 22.9  73 30.0 
iPad 
 
21 45.7  4 11.1  44 34.9  7 20.0  76 31.3 
Tablet 
 
8 17.4  2 5.6  29 23.0  3 8.6  42 17.3 
Other 
 
5 10.9  8 22.2  8 6.3  3 8.6  24 9.9 
Note. N = 243. Only participants who reported using technology for instructional purposes while 
conducting EFNEP classes answered this question. Participants were allowed to select more than 
one form of technology. Participants were allowed to skip questions.  
 
 In the North Central region, the technologies used the most in program facilitation 
included video (78.3%), audio (71.1%), and computers (63%). The technologies used the most in 
the Northeast region included: computers (88.9%), video (86.1%), and audio (69.4%). The 
technologies used the most in the Southern region included: audio (82.5%), computers (81.0%), 
and video (75.4%). The technologies used the most in the Western region included: audio 





 Program assistants had the option to identify “other” technologies used for instructional 
purposes while conducting EFNEP classes. As shown in Table 18, the most common “other” 
technologies used during program facilitation were cell phones (n = 6), followed by laptop (n = 
4), and hands-on props (n = 2).   
Table 18 
Other Forms of Technology used During Program Facilitation Across the U.S. 
Technology  n 
Cell Phones 6 
Laptop 4 
Hands-on Props 2 
Smart TV 2 








Note. N = 24. Only participants who selected the “other” option answered this question. 
 
Although not all program assistants were currently teaching classes online, 69.1% of 
program assistants surveyed indicated interest in EFNEP incorporating more online classes to 
reach participants (n = 239). As shown in Table 19, the level of agreement or disagreement was 
measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree, 




























classes to reach 
participants. 
16 4.6  15 4.3  78 22.0  110 31.8  129 37.3 
Note. N = 346. 
RO4: Determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and graduation rates. 
The data collected for objective two, identifying methods of teaching, and the self-
reported adult graduation rates were used to determine if correlations existed between teaching 
methods and graduation rates. As shown in Table 20, Point-Biserial correlations were conducted 
using SAS 9.4 to identify if correlations exist and the strength of those correlations.  
Table 20 
Point-Biserial Correlations between Factors of Teaching Methodology and Graduation Rates 
Factors  n r p 
Class structure    
One-on-one 32 -0.026 0.629 
Group 314 0.026 0.629 
Educational format    
Face-to-face 269 0.095 0.078 
Online 22 -0.109 0.041 
Mixture of face-to-face and online 55 -0.035 0.519 
Engagement techniques    
Interactive lessons 341 0.071 0.185 
Lectures 282 -0.096 0.073 
Encourage small changes 342 0.023 0.673 
Distribute incentives 329 0.041 0.448 
Encourage discussions 345 0.035 0.512 





Table 20 (Cont.)    
Factors  n r p 
Teaching structure    
Largely teacher-directed 27 0.038 0.477 
Largely student-centered 23 -0.002 0.967 
More teacher-directed than student-centered 47 0.092 0.087 
More student-centered than teacher-directed 35 -0.092 0.087 
Even balance between teacher-directed and 
student-centered 
212 -0.027 0.617 
Information from educator training    
Peer-education model 200 0.134 0.013 
Learner-centered education approach  225 0.119 0.027 
 
Only teaching classes online (r = -0.11), having learned the peer-education model during 
training (r = 0.13), and having learned the learner center education approach during training (r = 
0.12) had a significant (p ≤ .05) correlation with self-reported graduation rates. Using the 
descriptors suggested by Davis (1971), these correlations were low. 
RO5: Determine if correlations exist between technologies used and graduation rates. 
The data collected for objective three, the use of educational and communication 
technologies used in program facilitation, and the self-reported adult graduation rates were used 
to determine if correlations exist between technologies used and graduation rates (Table 21). 
Point-Biserial correlations were conducted using SAS 9.4 to identify if correlations exist and the 
strength of those correlations.  
Table 21 
Point-Biserial Correlations between Technologies and Media Platforms Used in Facilitation of 
Programs and Graduation Rates 
 n r p 
Media Platform     
Facebook 23 -0.049 0.356 





Table 21 (Cont.)    
 n r p 
Zoom 72 -0.102 0.059 
Microsoft Meetings 2 -0.003 0.961 
Google Hangouts 3 0.029 0.587 
Technology    
Projectors 151 0.125 0.020 
Computers 190 0.044 0.412 
Video 192 0.050 0.351 
Audio 193 0.016 0.762 
Social Media 137 0.057 0.287 
Portable DVD Player 73 0.138 0.010 
iPad 76 -0.025 0.649 
Tablet 42 0.004 0.944 
  
Only the use of Zoom (r = -0.10), a projector (r = 0.12), and a portable DVD player (r = 
0.14) had a significant (p ≤ .05) correlation with self-reported adult graduation rates. Using the 
descriptors suggested by Davis (1971), these correlations were low. 
In summary, the majority of program assistants use the Eating Smart, Being Active 
curriculum when conducting adult classes. Program assistants typically meet with their groups 7-
9 times during a series for one-hour each time. The preferred class structure was a group setting 
with groups made up of 5-10 participants. Program assistants preferred teaching face-to-face 
classes and primarily used relationship building as a participant engagement technique. For 
program assistants that taught online classes, the most common platform used to teach classes 
online was Zoom. The most used technology during program facilitation among all program 
assistants was audio. The correlations found between teaching methods and graduation rates, and 







 This study used a researcher-developed, web-based survey instrument to collect data 
from EFNEP program assistants across the U.S. The instrument was used to identify methods of 
teaching used in facilitation of the program, describe educational and communication 
technologies used, and determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and/or 
technologies used and graduation rates. This is the first study of this scale and scope conducted 
to collect data from program assistants across the U.S. There were 346 program assistants who 
completed the survey instrument. The conclusions are presented in five sections corresponding to 
the five research objectives.  
RO1: Describe EFNEP program characteristics for each region.  
 EFNEP is broken up into four regions: North Central, Northeast, Southern, and Western. 
To approach objective one, describe EFNEP program characteristics for each region, the 
objective was met through collecting data on the following topics: demographic characteristics, 
number of meetings during a series, length of a typical class, educational format, and confidence 
communicating in various situations. Since the purpose of this objective was to collect data for 
each region, conclusions are presented by region.  
North Central Region 
 During the 2018-2019 program year, there were 186.7 program assistants in the North 
Central region (NIFA, 2020). Of those 186.7 program assistants, 34.8% participated in the study 
(n = 65). Eighty-seven percent of the program assistants were female (n = 57), 36.9% had a 
bachelor’s degree (n = 24), and 47.7% had been working for EFNEP for 2-5 years (n = 31). The 
primary curriculum used in the North Central region was: Eating Smart, Being Active (52.3%), 





structured their classes to meet 7-9 times during a series (50.8%, n = 33). The majority of 
respondents indicated classes lasting 60 minutes (29.2%), followed by one hour and 30 minutes 
(26.2%), and 45 minutes (24.6%). The final program characteristic data collected focused on the 
self-perceived level of confidence during different situations. Program assistants in the North 
Central region reported feeling the most confident when talking with a friend (M = 4.74, SD = 
0.64), followed by talking with an acquaintance (M = 4.60, SD = 0.88), and talking in a small 
group of friends (M = 4.55, SD = 0.71). Program assistants reported feeling the least confident 
when talking in a large meeting of strangers (M = 3.77, SD = 1.04), followed by talking in a 
large meeting of acquaintances (M = 3.92, SD = 0.92), and presenting a talk to a group of 
strangers (M = 4.05, SD = 0.89). This was an interesting find because program assistants were 
the least confident when talking in presentation settings regardless of the audience being 
acquaintances or strangers. Program assistants lead discussions and teach strangers in their 
communities as part of their positions as EFNEP program assistants.  
Northeast Region 
 During the 2018-2019 program year, there were 174.7 program assistants in the Northeast 
region (NIFA, 2020). Of those 174.7 program assistants, 33.2% participated in the study (n = 
58). Eighty-six percent of the program assistants were female (n = 50), 62.1% had either some 
college or an associate’s degree (n = 36), 22.4% had been working for EFNEP for 6-10 years (n 
= 13), and 22.4% had been working for EFNEP for over 20 years (n = 13). The primary 
curriculum used in the Northeast region was: Eating Smart, Being Active (65.5%), followed by 
“other” (34.5%), and Eat Smart, Move More (24.1%). Program assistants typically structured 
their classes to meet 4-6 times during a series (53.4%, n = 31). The majority of respondents 





two hours (24.1%). The final program characteristic data collected focused on the self-perceived 
level of confidence during different situations. Program assistants in the Northeast region 
reported feeling the most confident when talking with a friend (M = 4.60, SD = 1.06), followed 
by talking with an acquaintance (M = 4.45, SD = 1.11), and talking in a small group of friends 
(M = 4.40, SD = 1.27). Program assistants reported feeling the least confident when talking in a 
large meeting of strangers (M = 4.00, SD = 1.26), followed by talking in a large meeting of 
acquaintances (M = 4.14, SD = 1.15), and presenting a talk to a group of strangers (M = 4.19, 
SD = 1.18). This was an interesting find because these program assistants had been working for 
6-10 years or over 20 years and had the same self-perceived confidence level talking to 
acquaintances and strangers as those in other regions with 2-5 years of experience.  
Southern Region 
 During the 2018-2019 program year, 344.9 program assistants were in the Southern 
region (NIFA, 2020). Of those 344.9, 52.2% participated in the study (n = 180). Seventy-nine 
percent of the program assistants were female (n = 142), 33.9% had some college (n = 61), and 
30.0% had been working for EFNEP  2-5 years (n = 54). The primary curriculum used in the 
Southern region was: “other” (43.9%), followed by Eating Smart, Being Active (42.2%), and 
Today’s Mom (20.6%). This was the only region that did not rank Eating Smart, Being Active as 
the primary curriculum. Program assistants typically structured their classes to meet 7-9 times 
during a series (51.1%, n = 92). The majority of respondents indicated classes lasting 60 minutes 
(49.2%), followed by one hour and 30 minutes (17.9%), and 45 minutes (16.8%). The final 
program characteristic data collected focused on the self-perceived level of confidence during 
different communication situations. Program assistants in the Southern region reported feeling 





small group of friends (M = 4.58, SD = 0.73), and presenting a talk to a group of friends (M = 
4.49, SD = 0.84). Program assistants reported feeling the least confident when talking in a large 
meeting of strangers (M = 4.09, SD = 0.97), followed by talking in a large meeting of 
acquaintances (M = 4.13, SD = 1.02), and presenting a talk to a group of acquaintances (M = 
4.28, SD = 0.92).   
Western Region 
 During the 2018-2019 program year, 96.7 program assistants were in the Western region 
(NIFA, 2020). Of those 96.7 program assistants, 44.5% participated in the study (n = 43). 
Eighty-one percent of the program assistants were female (n = 35), 41.9% had a bachelor’s 
degree (n = 18), and 30.2% had been working for EFNEP for 2-5 years (n = 13). The primary 
curriculum used in the Western region was: Eating Smart, Being Active (83.7%), followed by 
“other” (9.3%), and Eat Smart, Move More (6.9%). Program assistants typically structured their 
classes to meet 7-9 times during a series (61.9%, n = 26). The majority of respondents indicated 
classes lasting one hour and 30 minutes (52.4%), followed by 60 minutes (21.4%), and two hours 
(19.0%). The final program characteristic data collected focused on the self-perceived level of 
confidence during different situations. Program assistants in the Western region reported feeling 
the most confident when talking with a friend (M = 4.70, SD = 0.86), followed by talking with 
an acquaintance (M = 4.53, SD = 0.91), and talking in a small group of friends (M = 4.49, SD = 
0.94). Program assistants reported feeling the least confident when talking in a large meeting of 
strangers (M = 3.86, SD = 1.21), followed by talking in a large meeting of acquaintances (M = 







RO2: Identify methods of teaching used in EFNEP program facilitation.  
To approach objective two, identify methods of teaching used in EFNEP program 
facilitation, the objective was met through collecting data on the following topics: preferred class 
structure, educational format, educational techniques used to increase participant engagement, 
preferred teaching methodology, if they were taught the peer-education model or the learner-
centered education approach during training, if they believe EFNEP hires peers from the 
community, and if EFNEP focuses teaching around the learners and their needs.  
This study found that group setting was the preferred class structure across the U.S. (n = 
314, 90.8%). This finding supports the findings from research conducted by Dollahite & Scott-
Pierce (2003), which noted the transition of EFNEP programs from one-on-one to a group 
format. Program assistants who indicated a preference for a group class structure, reported their 
average class size as 5-10 participants (n = 137, 43.9%). This finding supports the belief that 
small groups should be used during educational programs (Dollahite & Scott-Pierce, 2003; 
Benavente et al., 2009).  
Program assistants were asked to select the educational format they used when 
conducting EFNEP classes from the following choices: online, face-to-face, or a mixture of 
online and face-to-face. Of the program assistants who participated in the study, 77.7% prefer 
teaching face-to-face classes (n = 269). This finding shows that although recent research has 
suggested moving toward virtual program delivery to reach limited income participants, program 
assistants prefer face-to-face instruction (Case et al., 2011). This finding may affirm that 
program assistants believe that online learning is not as desirable as attending a live class as 





Program assistants were asked to identify their frequency of using the following 
techniques in their classes, including interactive lessons, lectures, encourage small changes, 
distribute incentives, encourage discussions, and build relationships with participants. This list 
was formed using the effective educational strategies identified by Benavente et al. (2009). The 
educational techniques used every class to increase participant engagement included build 
relationships with participants (89.9%), encourage discussions (87.6%), encourage small changes 
(84.7%), and interactive lessons (80.4%). This data supports the use of experiential learning by 
the EFNEP program because building relationships, encouraging discussions, and interactive 
lessons are all examples of experiential learning approaches used to keep participants active in 
the learning process (Wurdinger & Carlson, 2010). The educational technique with the least 
frequency of use was lectures (M = 3.53, SD = 1.69). This finding supports the conclusions 
drawn by Benavente et al. (2009) that lectures are not effective for EFNEP audiences.  
Program assistants were asked to identify their preferred teaching methodology from the 
following choices: largely teacher-directed, largely student-centered, more teacher-directed than 
student-centered, more student-centered than teacher-directed, an even balance between teacher-
directed and student-centered. A total of 61% of program assistants identified “even balance 
between teacher-directed and student-centered” as their preferred teaching methodology, 
followed by 14% identifying “more teacher-directed than student-centered,” and 10% “more 
student-centered than teacher-directed.” This finding was of importance because the EFNEP 
program was designed with the student-centered focus to promote behavior change (NIFA, 






Program assistants were asked to identify if they were taught the peer-education model 
and the learner-centered education approach during EFNEP educator training in their respective 
states. This question was included in the study to determine if program assistants were being 
taught the fundamental ideals of EFNEP (Elmer et al., 2016; NIFA, 2018). A majority of 
program assistants were taught the peer-education model during training (57.8%), and the 
learner-centered education approach (65.0%). Program assistants were asked the level to which 
they agreed or disagreed with the following statements: EFNEP hires peers from the community 
as program assistants, and EFNEP focuses teaching around the learners and their needs. These 
questions were included in the study to determine the perceptions program assistants had about 
EFNEP. More than half (68%) of program assistants indicated that EFNEP hires peers from the 
community (n = 236); and, 88.7% of program assistants indicated that the EFNEP program 
focuses teaching around the learners and their needs (n = 307). This was interesting because 
more program assistants believed EFNEP used the peer-education approach than were taught the 
model during EFNEP program training. This data supports EFNEP’s use of peers in the 
community as educators (NIFA, 2018). It was surprising, 88.7% of program assistants believed 
EFNEP focuses teaching around the learners and their needs when only 10% indicated they used 
“more student-centered than teacher-directed” methodology in their own programs.  
RO3. Describe the use of educational and communication technologies used in EFNEP 
program facilitation.  
 To approach objective three, describe the use of educational and communication 
technologies used in EFNEP program facilitation, the objective was met through collecting data 
on the following topics: if they teach online classes, how many lessons are taught online; which 





purposes while teaching classes; what forms of technology they use in facilitation of the 
programs; and, if they believe EFNEP should incorporate more online classes to reach 
participants.  
Out of the program assistants surveyed, 22.3% indicated teaching classes online or a 
mixture of online and face-to-face. Of those who taught online classes, 34.3% indicated teaching 
at least six lessons online during their typical series (n = 23), followed by 20.9% taught nine 
classes online (n = 14), and 17.9% taught eight classes online (n = 12). Program assistants were 
asked to identify which media platform(s) they used to teach classes online. Ninety-three percent 
of program assistants reported using Zoom to facilitate classes online (n = 72), followed by 
29.9% using Facebook (n = 23), and 14.3% using “other” media platforms (n = 11). A majority 
of program assistants surveyed indicated using technology for instructional purposes while 
teaching EFNEP classes (70.2%). The primary forms of technology used by program assistants 
were: audio (79.4%), video (79.0%), computers (78.2%), projectors (62.1%), and social media 
(56.4%). It was interesting to find that only 56.4% of program assistants used social media for 
classes. Leak et al. (2014) and Case et al. (2011) found that the ability to interact with other users 
was vital to the success of online classes by providing external motivation for engaging with the 
content. Although not all program assistants were teaching classes online in 2018 to 2019, 69.1% 
of program assistants surveyed indicated interest in EFNEP incorporating more online classes to 
reach participants (n = 239). This supports the research conducted by Case et al. (2011) which 








RO4. Determine if correlations exist between teaching methods and graduation rates.  
 To approach objective four, determine if correlations exit between teaching methods and 
graduation rates, the objective was met through using the data collected for objective two, 
identifying methods of teaching, and the self-reported adult graduation rates were used. 
Only teaching classes online (r = -0.11), having learned the peer-education model during 
training (r = 0.13), and having learned the learner center education approach during training (r = 
0.12) had a significant (p ≤ .05) correlation with self-reported graduation rates. Using the 
descriptors suggested by Davis (1971), these correlations while significant were low. Teaching 
classes online had a negative correlation with graduation rates meaning program assistants who 
taught more online classes had lower graduation rates. While the sample of individuals who 
responded and used online classes was small and cannot be generalized beyond the study, it was 
a finding that supported Case et al. (2011) assertions of online learning being less desirable for 
behavioral changes and in-person meetings being most effective (Weatherspoon et al., 2017). 
The positive correlation between graduation rates and learning the peer-education model and the 
learner-center education approach during training was of interest. Again, this correlation was 
low, so generalizations should not be made beyond the scope of this study.   
RO5: Determine if correlations exist between technologies used and graduation rates.  
To approach objective five, determine if correlations exit between technologies used and 
graduation rates, the objective was met through using data collected for objective three, describe 
the use of educational and communication technologies used in program facilitation, and the self-
reported adult graduation rates were used to determine if correlations exist between technologies 





Only the use of Zoom (r = -0.10), a projector (r = 0.12), and a portable DVD player (r = 
0.14) had a significant (p ≤ .05) correlation with self-reported adult graduation rates.  Just as 
previously noted about online format correlations and graduation rates, it is of interest to the 
researcher that Zoom had a negative correlation with graduation rates. Although the correlation 
was low, this is important preliminary data for further studies on conducting online classes. 
While the correlation was low and generalizations should not be extended beyond the scope of 
this study, the relationship between the use of a projector and a portable DVD player during 
program facilitation and graduation rates was also of interest.  
Recommendations 
 This study successfully reported program characteristics for each region in the U.S. This 
study also identified the methods of teaching and technologies used by program assistants. The 
recommendations section is presented in two sections: practical recommendations for extension 
and recommendations for further research.  
Practical Recommendations for Extension 
 The data collected about the regional program characteristics, educational methods, and 
technology use should guide program assistants and program coordinators. These findings should 
guide future programming practices to increase participant engagement through the use of 
building relationships with participants, encouraging discussions, and encouraging small changes 
by program assistants. The participant engagement techniques found within the study support the 
importance of applying the experiential learning theory of encouraging participants to be active 
members of the learning process (Wurdinger & Carlson, 2010). When looking at the self-
reported confidence levels in the four regions, the situation in which program assistants report 





assistants need additional training and support to improve confidence when teaching in large 
groups. The primary job of EFNEP program assistants is to teach strangers, so it is vital that the 
program assistants feel confident in that situation.  
 It is recommended that during EFNEP educator training, all program assistants receive 
education on the learner-centered education approach and the peer-education model. 
Clarification of program assistant’s roles as peer educators and the importance of learner-
centered teaching on behavior changes among low-income individuals is needed (Kaiser et al., 
2007; Wurdinger & Carlson, 2010). This is based on the disconnect between what was learned in 
the educator training and the educational methodology program assistants reported using. A total 
of 65% of program assistants indicated they were taught the learner-centered education approach 
during training, 88.7% indicated that the EFNEP program focused teaching around the learners 
and their needs, which is the basic premise of the learner-centered education approach. However, 
only 10% of educators reported using the “more student-centered than teacher-directed” 
methodology. It is important for program assistants to understand the reasoning behind the 
overall program design and how their class structure can impact participant engagement. To 
guarantee quality program delivery, connections between what program assistants are trained in 
and how to reach the audience must be emphasized.  
It was found that 69.1% of program assistants surveyed indicated interest in EFNEP 
incorporating more online classes to reach participants. It is recommended that EFNEP develop 
guidance for program assistants on how to conduct classes online. It might be necessary to 
include online education training for program assistants to learn new and effective ways to 






Further Research  
 Further research should be conducted to understand regional differences in curriculum 
use and program structure. While regional cultural differences were not identified in the 
literature, it is recognized as a potential influence on curriculum choice. Thus, further research 
on the factors influencing curriculum choice by region is needed. Because this study was 
conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, further research should be conducted on program 
structure during and after the pandemic to look at graduation rates and online class trends. 
Research should be conducted to identify which online platforms program assistants applied 
during the pandemic, and their evaluation of platform usability for program assistants and 
participants.  
Further research should be conducted to better understand the phenomenon from this 
study that showed a negative correlation between online classes and graduation rates. This is a 
necessary step for future program planning since data is now available about pre-pandemic 
graduation rates and use of online learning and data could be collected among states that pivoted 
to remote instruction during the pandemic. There were mixed opinions on the matter because a 
majority of program assistants indicated interest conducting classes online, but before moving 
completely online a study should be conducted to determine if it would adversely affect 
graduation rates and program reach.  
Further research should also be conducted to analyze the correlation between 
technologies used and graduation rates. According to the data in this study, using Zoom had a 
negative correlation with graduation rates, and although the correlation was low it is worth 
conducting further research to identify if there is a better online platform for EFNEP or if the 





Additional areas to study related to online learning include identifying if program assistants 
continued to use Zoom during the pandemic and if they used other platforms and the 
effectiveness of such platforms. In addition to online platform questions, it would be beneficial 
to further evaluate the technologies identified through this study as most popular among program 
assistants to determine the impact on participant engagement. 
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CHAPTER III: IDENTIFYING EFFECTIVE RECRUITMENT STRATEGIES USED BY 
EFNEP IN REACHING LIMITED INCOME AUDIENCES IN THE UNITED STATES 
Introduction 
The Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) was established by the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the National Institute of Food and 
Agriculture (NIFA) in 1969 to combat the health problems spreading across the nation (NIFA, 
2018). “Obesity is a national priority health issue, and the problem is particularly severe among 
rural populations, with the highest rate of obesity in adult women living in rural areas” (Atkinson 
et al., 2009, para. 1). “Through a community-based, relationship-driven, hands-on educational 
approach, EFNEP has directly impacted economic, obesity, and food insecurity challenges that 
hinder the health and well-being of this nation” (NIFA, 2018, para. 1).  
NIFA’s mission is to “invest in and advance agricultural research, education, and 
extension to solve societal challenges” (NIFA, 2014, p. 5). Support from USDA and NIFA 
allows EFNEP to operate “through the Cooperative Extension Service at the 1862 and the 1890 
Land-Grant Colleges and Universities (LGUs) in every state, the six U.S. territories, and the 
District of Columbia” (USDA, 2016, p. 3). Evaluating the success of the EFNEP program aligns 
with NIFA Sub-Goal 1.5: “Combat childhood obesity by ensuring the availability of affordable, 
nutritious food and providing individuals and families science-based nutritional guidance” 
(NIFA, 2014, p. 12). This goal has six measures. The measure related to this study is, “measure 
1.5.3: Number of underrepresented communities reached on dietary requirements and nutritional 
education” (NIFA, 2014, p. 12). Recruiting participants for EFNEP programs is a key factor in 





EFNEP is typically delivered to adults using the curriculum Eating Smart, Being Active 
created by Colorado State University (CSU, 2016). However, McLeod et al. (2021) found that 
program assistants self-reported 40 “other” curricula were also used in the U.S. The Eating 
Smart, Being Active curriculum contains nine core lessons on healthy eating, saving money 
while shopping, and increasing physical activity that can be taught in less than two hours to 
individuals or small groups consisting of two to 12 people (CSU, 2016). EFNEP program 
assistants teach youth using curricula similar to the Kids in the Kitchen program developed by 
the University of Missouri Extension, which consists of seven lessons covering topics such as: 
cooking skills, healthy eating, food safety, and physical activity (SNAP-Ed Connection, 2014).  
Target EFNEP Audience  
The target audiences for EFNEP are minority and low-income families (NIFA, 2018). To 
be eligible for the program a participant should be 185% below the poverty line and have a child 
or children in his/her/their care. A participant can still attend the program if they do not fulfill 
these requirements but will not count toward the program assistants’ graduate numbers. Youth 
graduates must complete an entry and exit behavior checklist and attend at least six of the lessons 
(USDA, 2016). Adult graduates must attend at least six lessons, provide demographic data, entry 
and exit behavior checklists, and entry and exit diet recalls (USDA, 2016). A behavior checklist 
is a questionnaire used to collect data on eating habits, physical activity habits, and the 
participants level of food insecurity. Each state sets its own graduation requirements. For 
example, in Arkansas, program assistants are required to graduate 90 eligible adults and 200 







Recruiting Strategies and Barriers 
Outreach to limited income participants is a critical issue in states across the nation (Ohri-
Vachaspati, 2008; Elmer et al., 2016; Benavente et al., 2009). Previous studies on barriers to 
recruiting EFNEP participants have been limited in scope and typically have focused on specific 
counties in a few states (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008; Elmer et al., 2016; Benavente et al., 2009; 
Richardson et al., 2003). Extension programs have faced difficulties reaching limited income 
audiences because of barriers such as “their initial lack of interest in learning about nutrition,” 
education levels, time available, transportation, and lack of childcare (Benavente et al., 2009, 
para. 13).  
Limited research is available regarding best practices for recruiting limited-income 
participants. Currently, most peer-educators “recruit families and receive referrals from current 
and former participants, neighborhood contacts, and community organizations and agencies” 
(NIFA, 2018, para. 3). Some studies have found that face-to-face recruiting is the best practice 
while others have found social media to be an effective method (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008; Elmer et 
al., 2016). Using community partners and preformed groups has helped reach limited income 
audiences in some states (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008; Benavente et al., 2009). Some states face 
recruiting disadvantages by not utilizing online methods and media (Diem et al., 2011). Diem et 
al. (2011), argued that the current delivery methods of Extension education are failing to serve an 
audience that expects to find all forms of education and information online. Recruiting online 
could increase awareness of the program to an audience that has been left out, “with the recent 
proliferation of social media channels (e.g., Facebook, Twitter), food safety and nutrition 
communicators have more opportunities than before to enable interactive communications with 





and widely available and could encourage a relationship with an audience beyond face-to-face 
lessons” (para. 5).  
Problem Statement 
EFNEP program assistants need a resource that identifies effective recruiting strategies to 
increase program outreach that can be applied in states across the nation. Research that identifies 
effective recruiting strategies will assist program assistants in promoting EFNEP and reaching 
participants that qualify according to NIFA standards.  
Purpose and Objectives  
An analysis of recruiting methods used for limited income audiences would help NIFA 
fulfill the goal of reaching more underrepresented communities. This study was designed to 
investigate effective recruitment strategies used to reach new participants for EFNEP. This study 
provided a national comparison of recruiting strategies to identify effective recruiting methods. 
The research objectives guiding this study were as follows:  
1. Describe strategies used to recruit EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
2. Identify recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment numbers in 
the U.S. 
3. Identify barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
Review of Literature 
Conceptual Framework 
 The conceptual framework guiding this study includes the results of studies on the 







Barriers to Recruiting 
The target audience for the EFNEP are low-income families and youth (NIFA, 2018). 
“Adults are motivated by wanting to improve their situation in adult life, whether that situation is 
work-related, personal (such as improving their health, dealing with family issues), or 
social/community-related” (Merriam & Bierema, 2013, p. 12). An adult learner has many roles 
such as being a student, caretaker, and/or worker (Merriam & Bierema, 2013). The many roles of 
an adult learner are one of the barriers to participation in extra programs.  
Benavente et al. (2009) found many challenges when trying to reach participants with 
limited incomes. “Reaching this audience with Extension programs is a challenging task due to 
barriers such as their low education levels, limited available time, lack of transportation, and 
childcare issues” (Benavente et al., 2009, para. 1). Transportation is a limitation for most 
participants, it is recommended that program assistants “find preformed groups close to the 
homes of the target audience to avoid transportation barriers” (Benavente et al., 2009, para. 16).  
Methods of Recruiting  
EFNEP program assistants typically recruit program participants by receiving referrals 
from current and former participants, neighborhood contacts, and community organizations and 
agencies (NIFA, 2018). Other recruiting methods “include through and by human service 
agencies, at grocery stores or laundromats, and directly by educators in low-income 
neighborhoods by word-of-mouth and in waiting rooms at various federal programs” (Auld et al., 
2015, p. 20). The literature focuses particularly on the value of working with community partners 
to reach prospective participants. 
In Ohio, Ohri-Vachaspati (2008) researched the use of community partners in outreach 





grown produce to inner-city neighborhoods. EFNEP program assistants distributed information 
using neighborhood Fresh Stops “market bags” full of produce from local farmers (Ohri-
Vachaspati, 2008). The market bags are sold at a discount to limited-income families (Ohri-
Vachaspati, 2008). To complement the initiative, the Ohio State Extension Service also 
introduced the EFNEP lessons at the weekly Fresh Stops (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008). “City Fresh 
shareholders get a packet of nutrition education materials including the recipe of the week in 
their weekly produce bags” (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008, para. 10). EFNEP program assistants used 
this partnership to create a motivational incentive to get people to use the fresh produce and use 
the information provided by EFNEP, which resulted in a long-term impact in the community. 
“Materials and concepts developed through programs like Steps and City Fresh enhance the 
“traditional” EFNEP program, thus having a longer-term impact on the overall program capacity 
and quality than the length of grant or contract” (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008, para. 13).  
Benavente et al. (2009) found that using preformed groups is the best alternative for 
reaching limited income audiences with nutrition education programs. The benefit of preformed 
groups is that the group is already in the community and “the target audience is coming to these 
local community resources for their needed services” (Benavente et al., 2009, para. 14). “The 
strong partnership between EFNEP and other agencies has resulted in successful sharing of 
resources and clientele” (Benavente et al., 2009, para. 15). Partnering with local agencies has 
been found to be a beneficial method of reaching the targeted audience (Benavente et al, 2009; 
Bairstow et al., 2002; Atkinson et al., 2009).   
Role of Technology in Recruitment  
Organizations across the country have found that technology plays a vital role in 





interest in an informal setting (Merriam & Bierema, 2013). “Recruitment using social network 
sites relies on the fact that Internet use is not limited by income, education, or geography. 
Approximately 80% of all internet users 18-46 years of age go online for health information” 
(Lohse, 2013, p. 69). “Among internet users in 2006, four out of five adults reported using the 
internet to locate health information” (Atkinson et al., 2009, para. 5).  
Social media can be used to foster relationships with audiences beyond face-to-face 
lessons because it is low cost and available everywhere (Elmer et al., 2016). “Studies involving 
college students have shown Facebook interventions to be successful in improving attitudes, 
practices, and knowledge of food safety; improving perceived social support for physical activity 
interventions; and expanding food choices” (Elmer et al., 2016, para.4). Lohse (2013) found that 
when people saw advertisements promoting programs about health on Facebook, they were more 
likely to enter into the programs. Facebook has been found to be an effective recruitment tool 
among low-income adult women for nutrition education programs (Lohse, 2013; Elmer et al., 
2016). Women make up most of the online health audience, 86% of women online research 
health topics compared to 73% of online male users (Lohse, 2013). In 2018, most adults were 
connected to one or more social media platforms including YouTube and Facebook, “68% of 
U.S. adults are now Facebook users” (Smith & Anderson, 2018, para. 6).  
Elmer et al. (2016) found the EFNEP program assistants were “interested in seeing 
EFNEP use social media for marketing and recruiting” (para. 12). The majority of participants in 
the study “ranked Facebook as the social media platform they were most interested in seeing 
EFNEP use and indicated that they would want to receive content once a day to a few times a 
week” (Elmer et al., 2016, para. 13). The content ideas that were identified for EFNEP to 





tips on healthy eating, motivational content such as success stories, recipes, frequently asked 
questions about nutrition, info-graphics about nutrition related facts or topics, and challenging 
the audience with questions (Elmer et al., 2016; Shan et al., 2015). 
Technology is more efficient in using limited resources to reach new audiences (Diem et 
al., 2011). Using the internet and social media channels will allow organizations to interact with 
new participants (Shan et al., 2015). “The internet could be a portal for more frequent 
connections with the learner and/or more in-depth learning experiences” (Case et al., 2011, para. 
26). “Extension should not ignore technology use trends and demographic changes that are 
reshaping the educational landscape and the means by which people expect to receive 
information or participate in learning opportunities” (Diem et al., 2011, para. 28).  
Theoretical Framework 
Social marketing theory and the uses and gratification theory guided this study’s 
theoretical framework.   
Social Marketing Theory 
 Social marketing is used by organizations and government agencies to bring about 
positive change in society (Weinreich, 2011). Since the 1970s, social marketing has been seen as 
an “effective way of persuading people to voluntarily adopt healthy and prosocial behaviors” 
(Weinreich, 2011, p. 4). The educational approach is typically used when influencing 
individual’s behaviors on a mass scale, and presumes that if you give people facts, they will use 
that information and take action (Weinreich, 2011).  
 Social marketing is distinguished from commercial marketing by its purpose to benefit 
the individual or society rather than the organization. “Social marketing is at its best when used 





build customer satisfaction with existing services” (Weinreich, 2011, p. 5). By applying social 
marketing techniques, organizations have the ability to target specific audiences to promote 
lasting behavior change. This approach focuses on the target audience’s needs with the goal of 
making the marketing campaign as effective as possible. Programs created with the social 
marketing approach in mind, use a “bottom-up” approach by receiving guidance from the target 
audience to create an effective program (Weinreich, 2011, p. 9). Relationship building is a key 
component of the social marketing theory. Weinreich (2011) wrote that “social marketers know 
that to create effective programs, they must talk (and listen) to the people in their target audience 
to find out what they want and need as well as what would have the greatest effect on changing 
their behavior” (p. 9).  
The social marketing mix includes eight P’s: product, price, place, promotion, publics, 
partnership, policy, and purse strings (Weinreich, 2011). The product in social marketing is the 
behavior the target audience needs to adopt. Then, product positioning is evaluated by 
identifying the attributes and benefits of the product to explain to the audience the importance of 
the product. Price in social marketing is “what the target audience has to give up to adopt the 
behavior,” which can be monetary or intangible such as “time, effort, and old habits” or even 
emotional costs (Weinreich, 2011, p. 16). The price of adopting the behavior change must be 
considered when planning a program to ensure that the price does not outweigh the benefits. 
Place refers to where the behavior is available to the audience and ideally the “campaign should 
reach people in a time and place where they are already thinking about or making decisions 
related to the behavior” (Weinreich, 2011, p. 17). Promotion refers to how the message about the 





the behavior, which can be through advertising, press releases, social media, etc. (Weinreich, 
2011).  
 Social media allows a marketing campaign to have deeper engagement with the audience. 
When people want more information or to interact with others, social media can allow them to 
do so (Weinreich, 2011). Social media sites allow audience members to “interact with the site’s 
content and other content creators” (Weinreich, 2011, p. 209). Social media is “word of mouth 
on steroids,” the target audience is able to take the information, interact with it, communicate 
with the organization that published it, adapt it to their lives, and share it with others (Weinreich, 
2011, p. 210). Furthermore, people are more apt to trust information that comes from their peers. 
A campaign that uses social media needs to focus on using the media efforts as “building a long-
term movement through relationships and trust” (Weinreich, 2011, p. 210).  
 To continue with the other four P’s of social marketing, publics refers to “the external 
and internal groups involved in the program” with the goal of creating buy-in from the groups in 
order to promote and support the product (Weinreich, 2011, p. 19). Partnership refers to creating 
partnerships with organizations in the community that have similar goals to create lasting change 
within the target audience. Policy refers to urging policy change in order to create an 
environment surrounding the target audience that supports the behavior change, for example 
increasing taxes on cigarettes was a policy change that promoted the non-smoking behavior 
change (Weinreich, 2011, p. 21). Finally, purse strings refers to the process of identifying where 








Uses and Gratification Theory  
 The uses and gratifications theory is applied when researching factors that attract and 
hold audience attention and the content that satisfies the audience’s social or psychological needs 
(Ruggiero, 2000). “As new technologies present people with more and more media choices, 
motivation and satisfaction become even more crucial components of audience analysis” 
(Ruggiero, 2000, p. 14). Uses and gratifications theory categorized five needs that people have, 
including: cognitive needs, affective needs, personal integrative needs, social integrative needs 
and tension free needs. Cognitive needs are met when the audience is using media to acquire 
knowledge or information. Affective needs are met when a person uses media like television to 
experience an emotion including sadness or happiness. Personal integrative needs are met when 
the audience uses media to reassure their status or gain credibility. Social integrative needs are 
met when the audience uses media to connect to other members of society. Finally, tension free 
needs are met when the audience uses forms of media to relieve tension and stress.  
Uses and gratifications theory is applied to many forms of media, such as radio, 
television, newspaper, magazines, and the internet. The internet possesses one main attribute that 
is not typically associated with traditional media: interactivity. Interactivity is an integral part of 
uses and gratifications theory because it supports the notion of the user being active, defining 
interactivity as “the degree to which participants in the communication process have control 
over, and can exchange roles in their mutual discourse” (Ruggiero, 2000, p. 15). The internet has 
been seen as “the ultimate in community building and enrichment, through which users can 
create relationships online in ways that have never been possible through traditional media” 
(Ruggiero, 2000, p. 20). Researchers often apply uses and gratification theory in studying online 





receiver of mediated messages” (Ruggiero, 2000, p. 15). The internet allows organizations and 
audiences to become interconnected while satisfying the cognitive and social integrative needs as 
outlined in uses and gratifications theory.  
Methodology 
EFNEP program assistants need resources that identify effective recruiting methods used 
for limited income audiences to increase program outreach. The purposes of this study were to 
describe recruiting strategies used by EFNEP program assistants, identify strategies used by 
program assistants with high enrollment numbers, and to identify recruitment barriers. 
Objectives for this study were: 
1. Describe strategies used to recruit EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
2. Identify recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment numbers 
in the U.S. 
3. Identify barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
Instrument Development 
The design of the study was a quantitative cross-sectional survey method, which was 
used to study a population at one point in time (Creswell, 2008). It utilized a researcher-
developed, web-based survey instrument based on the literature available about recruitment 
strategies and barriers to recruiting. The instrument was developed as part of a larger study on 
EFNEP including teaching techniques and technology use (McLeod et al., 2021). The instrument 
was comprised of 30 closed-ended questions and five open-response questions. Eight of the 35 
items in the survey instrument were relevant to the objectives of this study. The topics of the 
questions included recruitment strategies used by EFNEP program assistants during the 2018-





The survey questions were reviewed for reliability and credibility by a panel of experts 
including: an expert in EFNEP, a statistics expert, a survey research expert, and an expert 
in communication. Cognitive interviews were conducted with six individuals with 
extension and nutrition education experience to evaluate the instrument and insure 
validity and reliability (Elliot et al., 2016). These cognitive interview participants did not 
complete the final survey. (McLeod et al., 2021, p. 21) 
 
The survey instrument was pilot tested using a test-retest reliability method. This method 
tested the reliability of one instrument over time when it is administered to the same individuals, 
in this case, nutrition education personnel (Creswell, 2008).  
EFNEP coordinators were asked if they would be willing to take part in the pilot test 
using the National EFNEP coordinators listserv. The initial request was sent on April 24, 
2020 (Appendix C). Ten EFNEP coordinators agreed to participate in the pilot testing 
process. The pilot test was conducted via Qualtrics and the initial test was sent on May 
19, 2020, to the ten coordinators (Appendix D). Reminder emails were sent each week 
for two weeks to the coordinators that did not complete the survey. Three weeks after 
each coordinator completed the initial test survey, the retest was sent out. Qualtrics links 
were sent between June 12, 2020 – June 19, 2020 for the retest portion of the pilot testing 
process (Appendix E). Six coordinators completed both the test and retest portion of the 
pilot testing process. Using the data from the six coordinators that completed the test-
retest process, the reliability coefficient was calculated using all of the non-Likert scale 
questions. The coefficient of stability was 0.83, which is considered good reliability 
(APA,2020). Internal consistency was calculated for each Likert scale question to ensure 
the questions were only focusing on one construct. A Cronbach’s alpha score of .70 or 
greater is considered acceptable internal consistency. The modified self-perceived 
communication competence scale had a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.96, which is considered 
excellent (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Forms of technology used during program facilitation 
and methods of recruiting had acceptable internal consistency with Cronbach’s Alpha 
scores of 0.76 and 0.79, respectively (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). The Likert scale questions 
collecting data on frequency of use for different educational techniques to engage 
participants had questionable internal consistency (α = 0.68) and the Likert scale question 
about barriers to participating in EFNEP programs had poor internal consistency (α = 
0.58), but the categories of scale for both questions were gathered from literature (Gliem 
& Gliem, 2003). (McLeod et al., 2021, pp. 21-22) 
 
Subject Selection 
The population who was targeted for this study was EFNEP program assistants from 
across the U.S. to identify recruiting strategies and barriers to recruiting participants for EFNEP. 





recruitment strategies used by program assistants (Creswell, 2008).  EFNEP is broken up into 
four regions: Western, North Central, Northeast, and Southern (NIFA, 2020). The Southern 
region had the most program assistants during the 2018-2019 program year (n = 344.9), followed 
by the North Central region (n = 186.7), the Northeast region (n = 174.7), and the Western 
region (n = 96.7).  
Data Collection 
The researcher initially contacted the EFNEP coordinators in each state using the 
National Coordinator listserv to collect the email addresses for each program assistant during the 
2018-2019 program year. The researcher found contact information for program assistants in 
programs where EFNEP coordinators did not provide the information by using the county 
extension directories for those programs. Email is the industry standard for communication in the 
Cooperative Extension field. The email addresses were entered into Qualtrics and the initial 
survey was sent out via email between July 23, 2020 to July 28, 2020 (Appendix F). Three weeks 
later the researcher sent out a follow-up reminder email about the survey to those who had not 
completed the survey between August 12, 2020 to August 19, 2020 (Appendix G). Dillman et al. 
(2014) emphasized using a modified approach when conducting a survey based on the needs of 
the study and the population being surveyed. A modified approach for follow up emails was used 
due to COVID-19 to prevent overburdening people with emails. To spite data being collected 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, there was a 43.1% response rate for this study. Of the 346 
usable survey responses, the Southern region had the highest response rate (52.2%), followed by 








Once the surveys were collected, data was prepared using Excel spreadsheets. The data 
was analyzed using SAS 9.4. Descriptive statistics were analyzed through frequencies and 
percentages. The open response recruiting methods question was analyzed independently by two 
other researchers using the inductive coding approach to ensure the descriptions aligned 
(Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). The inductive coding method uses phrases and terms found in 
the data to create the codes for data analysis. Once all of the initial codes were found the 
researchers conducted independent second cycles of coding to determine the higher-level 
categories or themes.  
Results & Findings 
There was a total of 803 program assistants across the U.S. during the fall 2018- fall 2019 
program year.  
Of the total number of program assistants, 364 attempted the survey. Participants who did not 
view each question; therefore, not completing the survey, were removed from the study. 
There were 18 participants who did not complete the survey, leaving 346 usable survey 
responses and an overall response rate of 43.1 percent. (McLeod et al., 2021, pp. 24-25) 
 
Data was analyzed using the SAS 9.4 software to calculate frequencies and percentages. The 
results and findings are presented in three sections corresponding to the three research objectives. 
The research objectives were: 
1. Describe strategies used to recruit EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
2. Identify recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment numbers in 
the U.S. 







RO1: Describe strategies used to recruit EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
 Program assistants were asked to identify if they used social media to recruit EFNEP 
participants, which social media platforms they used, if they would be interested in seeing 
EFNEP use social media to recruit/interact with participants, which social media platforms they 
believe would be most effective to recruit EFNEP participants, and the methods of recruiting 
they use that do not include social media. Program assistants had the option to select from the 
following list of social media platforms used to recruit participants: Facebook, YouTube, 
Twitter, Pinterest, Instagram, and “other.” Program assistants were allowed to select more than 
one option. As shown in Table 1, just over half of the program assistants surveyed indicated 
using social media to recruit EFNEP participants (55.8%, n = 193) and of those, 97.4% indicated 
using Facebook as the primary social media platform (n = 188).  
Table 1 













(n = 33) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 118) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 15) 
 Total  
(N = 193) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
Facebook 
 
27 100.0  31 93.9  115 97.5  15 100.0  188 97.4 
YouTube 
 
6 22.2  2 6.1  13 11.0  2 13.3  23 11.9 
Twitter 
 
2 7.4  1 3.0  6 5.1  2 13.3  11 5.7 
Pinterest 
 
2 7.4  1 3.0  1 0.8  - -  4 2.1 
Instagram 
 
4 14.8  6 18.2  23 19.5  3 20.0  36 18.7 
Other 
 
4 14.8  6 18.2  7 5.9  2 13.3  19 9.8 
Note. N = 193. Participants who reported using social media to recruit EFNEP participants 






 The majority of program assistants using social media to recruit new participants use 
Facebook (97.4%), followed by Instagram (18.7%), and YouTube (11.9%). In the North Central 
region, the primary social media platform used to recruit participants was Facebook (100%) 
followed by YouTube (22.2%), Instagram (14.8%), and “other” (14.8%). In the Northeast region, 
the primary social media platform used to recruit participants was Facebook (93.9%), followed 
by Instagram (18.2%), and “other” (18.2%). In the Southern region, the primary social media 
platform used to recruit participants was Facebook (97.5%), followed by Instagram (19.5%), and 
YouTube (11.0%). In the Western region, the primary social media platform used to recruit 
participants was Facebook (100%), followed by Instagram (20.0%), YouTube (13.3%), Twitter 
(13.3%), and “other” (13.3%).  
Program assistants had the opportunity to identify “other” social media platforms they 
used to recruit EFNEP participants for their programs. There were 12 “other” media platforms 
identified by program assistants. As shown in Table 2, the most common “other” social media 
platform was using the county extension pages to recruit new participants (n = 4).  
Table 2 
Other Media Platforms Used to Recruit EFNEP Participants Across the U.S. 
Media Platforms n 
County Pages 4 
Email 3 
Text messages 2 





Hmong Radio 1 
School Family Resource Centers 1 
Community Meetings 1 
Zoom 1 





Although not all program assistants used social media as a recruitment platform, 73.1% 
of program assistants were interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit/interact with 
participants (n = 253). As shown in Table 3, the level of agreement or disagreement was 
measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree, 
3 = Neutral/ Not applicable, 4 = Somewhat agree, and 5 = Strongly agree. 
Table 3 













n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
I would be 
interested in seeing 




13 3.8  21 6.1  59 17.1  90 26.0  163 47.1 
 
Participants were asked to identify the social media platforms that would be the most 
effective to recruit EFNEP participants. Program assistants who did not select strongly disagree 
when asked if they would be interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit/interact with 
participants answered this question (n = 333). As shown in Table 4, the top three recommended 
social media platforms which should be used to recruit EFNEP participants, included Facebook 











Frequency and Percentage of Social Media Platforms Program Assistants Should Use to Recruit 








(n = 63) 
 Northeast 
Region 
(n = 55) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 173) 
 Western 
Region 
(n = 42) 
 Total  
(N = 333) 
n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
Facebook 
 
51 81.0  48 87.3  157 90.8  39 92.9  295 88.6 
YouTube 
 
24 38.9  21 38.2  49 28.3  15 35.7  109 32.7 
Twitter 
 
7 11.1  18 32.7  23 13.3  7 16.7  55 16.5 
Pinterest 
 
4 6.3  13 23.6  20 11.6  4 9.5  41 12.3 
Instagram 
 
17 27.0  28 51.0  71 41.0  20 47.6  136 40.8 
Snapchat 
 
7 11.1  14 25.5  26 15.0  7 16.7  54 16.2 
Other 
 
7 11.1  12 21.8  15 8.7  4 9.5  38 11.4 
Note. N = 333. Participants who reported being interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to 
recruit participants answered this question. Participants were allowed to select more than one 
option.  
Program assistants in the North Central region top three recommendations for social 
media platforms that should be used to recruit participants, included Facebook (81%), YouTube 
(38.9%), and Instagram (27%). In the Northeast region, the top three recommended social media 
platforms included Facebook (87.3%), Instagram (51.0%), and YouTube (38.2%). In the 
Southern region, the top three recommended social media platforms included Facebook (90.8%), 
Instagram (41.0%), and YouTube (28.3%). In the Western region, the top three recommended 
social media platforms included Facebook (92.9%), Instagram (47.6%), and YouTube (35.7%).  
Participants had the option to identify “other” social media platforms they believed 
should be used to recruit new participants. There were 12 social media platforms identified as 





TikTok (n = 3) were the most common “other” social media platforms mentioned by program 
assistants as recruitment tools they would like to use to recruit new participants.  
Table 5 
Other Social Media Platforms Program Assistants Should Use to Recruit EFNEP Participants 
Across the U.S. 
Social Media Platforms n 






County Websites 2 
Videos 1 
WeChat 1 
Front Porch Forums 1 
LinkedIn 1 
Email 1 
Note. N = 38. Only participants who selected the “other” option answered this question. 
Program assistants were asked to indicate their frequency of using the following methods 
of recruiting: recruit families, use referrals from current/former participants, use neighborhood 
contacts, use human service agencies, use grocery stores, use laundromats, use word of mouth, or 
use preformed groups. The frequency of using different methods of recruiting was measured 
using a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 
5 = Always. As shown in Table 6, the methods of recruiting are ordered from highest mean 
frequency of use to lowest mean frequency of use. Individual mean values for each recruiting 









Summary Table of Methods of Recruiting Used by Program Assistants by Region 





























Use word of mouth 
 
 Use human service 
agencies (WIC, 
SNAP, Head Start, 
etc.) 
 
 Use word of mouth 
 
 Use human service 
agencies (WIC, 
SNAP, Head Start, 
etc.) 
 
Use human service 
agencies (WIC, 
SNAP, Head Start, 
etc.) 
 
 Use word of mouth 
 
 Use human service 
agencies (WIC, 
SNAP, Head Start, 
etc.) 
 








 Recruit families 
 













 Recruit families 
 





 Use neighborhood 
contacts 
 
 Use neighborhood 
contacts 
 
 Use neighborhood 
contacts 
 
Use grocery stores 
 
 Use grocery stores 
 
 Use grocery stores 
 




 Use laundromats 
 
 Use laundromats 
 
 Use laundromats 
 
Note. Methods of recruiting are ordered from highest mean frequency of use to lowest mean 
frequency of use.  
 
 The primary method of recruiting used by program assistants across the U.S. was 
preformed groups (M = 4.14, SD = 1.05), followed by word of mouth (M = 3.98, SD = 1.14), 





3.64, SD = 1.07), recruit families (M = 3.41, SD = 1.30), neighborhood contacts (M = 3.16, SD = 
1.33), grocery stores (M = 2.22, SD = 1.24), and laundromats (M = 1.70, SD = 1.04).  
As shown in Table 7, the method of recruiting with the highest mean frequency of use in 
the North Central region is preformed groups (M = 4.02, SD = 1.07), followed by word of mouth 
(M = 3.72, SD = 1.28), and human service agencies (M = 3.54, SD = 1.23). The method of 
recruiting with the highest mean frequency of use in the Northeast region is preformed groups 
(M = 4.28, SD = 0.93), followed by human service agencies (M = 4.07, SD = 1.11), and word of 
mouth (M = 3.86, SD = 1.26). The method of recruiting with the highest mean frequency of use 
in the Southern region is preformed groups (M = 4.20, SD = 1.00), followed by word of mouth 
(M = 4.19, SD = 0.90), and human service agencies (M = 3.78, SD = 1.15). The method of 
recruiting with the highest mean frequency of use in the Western region is preformed groups (M 
= 3.88, SD = 1.31), followed by human service agencies (M = 3.74, SD = 1.27), and referrals 
from current/former participants (M = 3.70, SD = 1.35). The method of recruiting with the lowest 
mean frequency of use is laundromats in the North Central region (M = 1.49, SD = 0.85), the 
Northeast region (M = 1.81, SD = 1.18), the Southern region (M = 1.78, SD = 1.01), and the 






































(n = 43) 
 
Total 
(N = 346)  







































































 1.70 (1.04) 





















 4.14 (1.05) 
Note. N = 346. Frequency of use was measured using a five-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Never, 2 
= Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 5 = Always. 
 
 Participants were asked to list any “other” methods of recruiting they use. Program 
assistants listed sources for recruiting participants and communication channels used to recruit 
participants. As shown in Table 8, the top three sources for recruiting participants used across the 
U.S. were: elementary schools (n = 48), community resources (n = 34), and non-profit 








Other Sources for Recruiting Participants used Across the U.S. 
Sources   n 
Elementary Schools  48 
SNAP approved schools 13 
Local school district 12 
Recruit teachers 8 
After school programs 6 
English as a second language classes 4 
Recruit school nurses 2 
Pick-up lines at local elementary schools 1 
School health advisory councils 1 
School bus transportation 1 
Community Resources 34 
Community outreach centers 9 
Family resource centers 9 
Libraries 7 
Post Offices 2 
Parks and Recreation 2 
Bus stops 2 
Chamber of Commerce 1 
Local elected officials 1 
Farmers Markets 1 
Non-profit Organizations 26 
Food pantries 17 
Partnering with local non-profits 2 
Boys & Girls Club 2 
Churches 2 
Feeding America distribution sites 1 
Habitat for community  1 
4-H 1 
Community Events 18 
Health fairs 12 
County fairs 3 
College events 2 





Table 8 (Cont.)  
Sources   n 
Medical/Physicians 15 
Doctors’ offices 7 
Wellness centers 6 
Prenatal clinics 2 
Businesses 11 
Day cares 5 
Thrift stores 2 
Discount stores 1 
Employee services at factories 1 
Gyms 1 




Cold calling 2 
Housing Organizations 6 
Housing authority property managers 3 
Transitional housing 2 
Homeless shelters 1 
Parenting Services 4 
Mommy groups 2 
Court ordered parenting programs 1 
Parent or adult education programs 1 
Note. N = 127. Participants were allowed to list all sources of recruiting. Participants were 
allowed to skip questions.  
 
As shown in Table 9, the primary communication channels used for recruiting 
participants mentioned in the open response question was flyers (n = 18), followed by social 











Other Communication Channels used for Recruiting Participants Across the U.S. 
Communication Channels  n 
Flyers 18 




Talk radio 4 
Newspaper 3 
Brochures 2 
Palm cards 1 
County extension website 1 
Community bill boards 1 
Note. N = 64. Participants were allowed to skip questions.  
 Question inquired “other” strategies, but upon review the researchers found variation in 
responses and used descriptive coding to identify the sources and communication channels used 
for recruiting. Some program assistants provided in-depth explanations of their recruitment 
strategies. The following quotes were pulled to illustrate these detailed explanations of 
recruitment strategies:  
• Participant 49 - “Affordable Housing sites and monthly and quarterly outreach 
to social service agencies serving our 5 County Cluster.  What helps me the 
most is being involved with local committees in each county that we serve 
(housing, food banks, school parent meetings, local shelters, religion based).” 
• Participant 216 - “Encouraging the buddy system (when I have a new recruit, 
encouraging them to share the flyer with friends, family, neighbors who may 
be interested) - and encourage them to sign up as well to help increase 





and shared through a wide number of community partner agencies, whose 
clients are pre-screened to qualify for the program.”  
• Participant 144 - “Host gifts to women that sign up and bring two or three 
friends to the lessons, I give a small gift to encourage them to bring friends, or 
if a lady completes the course I may give a small gift if she shares four names 
and contact information of friends that may be interested. Small gift like a 
water bottle, or insulated lunch bag.” 
RO2. Identify recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment 
numbers in the U.S. 
 According to the program year 2018-2019 Tier Data reported by NIFA, the Southern and 
Northeast regions have the highest adult enrollment numbers with 42,300 adults enrolled and 
19,499 adults enrolled respectively (Table 10). High adult enrollment numbers were used as an 
identifier for regions with successful recruitment techniques.  
Table 10 
NIFA Tier Data Program Year 2018-2019 
Region No. of Program Assistants Adults Enrolled 
Percentage of 
Graduates (%) 
North Central 189 13,918 59 
Northeast 176.8 19,499 62 
Southern 367.5 42,300 69 
Western 105 12,739 75 
Note. Tier data includes all 50 states plus the six U.S. territories that provide EFNEP classes. 
From "FY2019 Tier Data," by the National Institute of Food and Agriculture, 2020, USDA. 
 
As shown in Table 11, EFNEP program assistants from the Northeast and Southern 
regions reported the primary social media platform used to recruit participants as Facebook 












(n = 33) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 118) 
 Total  
(N = 151) 
 n %  n %  n % 
Facebook 
 
 31 93.9  115 97.5  146 96.7 
YouTube 
 
 2 6.1  13 11.0  15 9.9 
Twitter 
 
 1 3.0  6 5.1  7 1.6 
Pinterest 
 
 1 3.0  1 0.8  2 1.3 
Instagram 
 
 6 18.2  23 19.5  29 19.2 
Other 
 
 6 18.2  7 5.9  13 8.6 
Note. N = 151. Participants who reported using social media to recruit EFNEP participants 
answered this question. Participants were allowed to select more than one option. 
 
 Program assistants were asked to identify social media platforms they believe would be 
useful to recruit EFNEP participants. As shown in Table 12, the most recommended social media 
platform that should be used to recruit participants was Facebook (89.9%), followed by 
Instagram (43.4%), and YouTube (30.7%). 
Table 12 
Frequency and Percentage of Social Media Platforms Program Assistants Should Use to Recruit 





(n = 55) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 173) 
 Total  
(N = 228) 
 n %  n %  n % 
Facebook 
 
 48 87.3  157 90.8  205 89.9 
YouTube 
 
 21 38.2  49 28.3  70 30.7 
Twitter 
 
 18 32.7  23 13.3  41 18.0 
Pinterest 
 










(n = 55) 
 Southern 
Region 
(n = 173) 
 Total  
(N = 228) 
 n %  n %  n % 
Instagram 
 
 28 51.0  71 41.0  99 43.4 
Snapchat 
 
 14 25.5  26 15.0  40 17.5 
Other 
 
 12 21.8  15 8.7  27 11.8 
Note. N = 228. Participants who reported being interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to 
recruit participants answered this question. Participants were allowed to select more than one 
option.  
 
Program assistants were asked to identify how often they use certain methods of 
recruiting. The frequency of use for the recruiting methods was measured using a five-point 
Likert-type scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 5 = Always. As 
shown in Table 13, the primary method of recruiting used by program assistants in the Northeast 
and Southern region was pre-formed groups M = 4.28, SD = 0.93 and M = 4.20, SD = 1.00 
respectively. Individual mean values for each recruiting method are presented in Table 14. 
Table 13 
Summary Table of Methods of Recruiting Used by Program Assistants by Region 
 Northeast  Southern  
 Use preformed groups (i.e., shelters, 
church groups, rehabilitation centers, 
etc.) 
 
 Use preformed groups (i.e., shelters, 




 Use human service agencies (WIC, 
SNAP, Head Start, etc.) 
 
 Use word of mouth 
 
 
 Use word of mouth 
 
 Use human service agencies (WIC, 
SNAP, Head Start, etc.) 
 
 
 Recruit families 
 








Table 13 (Cont.)    
 Northeast  Southern  
 Use referrals from current/former 
participants 
 
 Recruit families 
 
 
 Use neighborhood contacts 
 
 Use neighborhood contacts 
 
 
 Use grocery stores 
 
 Use grocery stores 
 
 
 Use laundromats 
 
 Use laundromats 
 
 
Note. Methods of recruiting are ordered from highest mean frequency of use to lowest mean 
frequency of use.  
 
 As shown in Table 14, the method of recruiting with the highest mean frequency of use in 
the Northeast region is preformed groups (M = 4.28, SD = 0.93), followed by human service 
agencies (M = 4.07, SD = 1.11), and word of mouth (M = 3.86, SD = 1.26). The method of 
recruiting with the highest mean frequency of use in the Southern region is preformed groups (M 
= 4.20, SD = 1.00), followed by word of mouth (M = 4.19, SD = 0.90), and human service 
agencies (M = 3.78, SD = 1.15).  
Table 14 










(n = 180) 









 3.45 (0.99)  3.73 (0.99) 
Neighborhood 
contacts 















(n = 180) 




 4.07 (1.11)  3.78 (1.15) 
Grocery stores 
 
 2.31 (1.26)  2.42 (1.25) 
Laundromats 
 
 1.81 (1.18)  1.78 (1.01) 
Word of mouth 
 
 3.86 (1.26)  4.19 (0.90) 
Preformed 
groups 
 4.28 (0.93)  4.20 (1.00) 
Note. N = 238. Frequency of use was measured using a five-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Never, 2 
= Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 5 = Always. 
 
Program assistants were asked to list any “other” methods of recruiting they use. There 
were 89 program assistants from the Northeast and Southern region who identified “other” 
methods of recruiting. The question was open response, which allowed the program assistants to 
list all of the methods of recruiting used for participant recruitment. The open responses were 
analyzed and the common themes were reported. It was found that the program assistants 
responded with sources where they recruit participants, or with communication channels used for 
recruiting. Thus, the data is presented as such.  
As shown in Table 15, the primary sources for recruiting participants were identified as 
elementary schools (n = 27), community resources (n = 24), and non-profit organizations (n = 
20).  Program assistants in the Southern region identified sources not reported by program 
assistants in the Northeastern region including libraries (n = 6), daycare centers (n = 5), and 





door-to-door recruiting (n = 2) and thrift stores (n = 2) while those from the Southern region did 
not identify those sources.    
Table 15 
Sources for Recruiting EFNEP Participants by Region 





Elementary Schools    27 
Local school district 3 7 10 
Recruit teachers 2 3 5 
After school programs 2 1 3 
English as a second language classes 1 2 3 
SNAP approved schools 1 1 2 
Recruit school nurses 1 - 1 
Pick-up lines at local elementary schools - 1 1 
School health advisory councils - 1 1 
School bus transportation - 1 1 
Community Resources   24 
Family resource centers 5 4 9 
Libraries - 6 6 
Community outreach centers 2 2 4 
Post Offices 1 - 1 
Parks and Recreation - 1 1 
Bus Stops 1 - 1 
Local elected officials - 1 1 
Farmers Markets - 1 1 
Non-profit Organizations   20 
Food pantries 4 9 13 
Boys & Girls Clubs 1 1 2 
Partnering with local non-profits - 1 1 
Churches - 1 1 
Feeding America distribution sites - 1 1 
Habitat for community - 1 1 
4-H 1 - 1 
Community Events   14 





Table 15 (Cont.)    





County fairs 1 1 2 
College events - 2 2 
Latino festivals - 1 1 
Medical/Physicians   10 
Doctors’ offices 4 2 6 
Wellness centers - 3 3 
Prenatal clinics - 1 1 
Businesses   10 
Day cares - 5 5 
Thrift stores 2 - 2 
Discount stores 1 - 1 
Employee services at factories - 1 1 
Dance schools - 1 1 
Other   6 
Referrals - 4 4 
Door-to-door 2 - 2 
Housing Organizations   4 
Transitional housing 1 1 2 
Housing authority property managers - 1 1 
Homeless shelters 1 - 1 
Parenting Services   4 
Mommy groups 1 1 2 
Court ordered parenting programs 1 - 1 
Parent or adult education programs 1 - 1 
Note. Program assistants could mention more than one source for recruiting participants. 
 Some program assistants provided in-depth responses to the question regarding sources 
for recruiting participants. Examples of the in-depth responses by Southern region program 





• Participant 228 - “online yard sale group, I gave out a card to a lady I 
purchased items from and invited her to the ESBA FB group. She accepted and 
invited two friends.” 
• Participant 229 - “The local library is an ideal place to recruit and teach classes 
Youth & adult. Local elected officials and their staff are also a great resource 
due to the fact that you are both servicing the same public.” 
The primary communication channels used for recruiting identified in the open response 
question by program assistants was flyers. As shown in Table 16, program assistants used flyers 
(n = 12), social media (n = 9), and phone (n =6) to recruit participants.  
 Table 16 
Other Communication Channels used for Recruiting Participants by Region 
Sources   Northeast Region Southern Region Total 
Flyers 5 7 12 
Social media 3 6 9 
Phone 1 5 6 
Email - 5 5 
Word-of-mouth - 3 3 
Talk radio 1 2 3 
Newspaper 1 2 3 
Brochures 1 1 2 
Palm cards 1 - 1 
County extension website 1 - 1 
Community bill boards 1 - 1 
 
 Some program assistants mentioned barriers to digital platform use to recruit participants, 
which were illustrated through the following quotes:  
• Participant 221 – “We are limited to archaic methods of recruitment. Some 





supported by our state leaders in creating digital, shareable content. Our 
recruitment suffers because of a lack of an online presence.” 
• Participant 301 – “Facebook (not working well) …” 
RO3. Identify barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
 The majority of program assistants (87.3%), experienced challenges recruiting 
participants for EFNEP programs. Program assistants were asked to identify how often their 
participants mentioned different barriers. The frequency of participants mentioning a barrier to 
attending classes was measured using a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Never, 2 = 
Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 5 = Always. As shown in Table 17, the majority of 
program assistants identified limited available time as the primary barrier keeping participants 
from attending classes (95.1%), followed by childcare issues (91.6%), and lack of transportation 
(91.4%).  
Table 17 
Frequency and Percentage of Barriers to Attending Classes  
Barriers 
Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
















26 7.5  33 9.5  94 27.2  135 39.0  55 15.9 
Uncertainty if 
they qualify for 
the program 
 
79 22.8  113 32.7  90 26.0  36 10.4  18 5.2 
Other 18 5.2  4 1.2  17 4.9  18 5.2  15 4.3 





 As shown in Table 18, limited available time was the barrier mentioned most by 
participants in every region (M = 3.76, SD = 1.06), followed by childcare issues (M = 3.44, SD = 
1.15), and lack of transportation (M = 3.42, SD = 1.12). The individual mean frequencies of the 
barriers mentioned are presented in Table 19. 
Table 18 
Summary Table of Barriers to Attending Classes Mentioned by Participants by Region 
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Note. Barriers are ordered from highest mean frequency to lowest mean frequency.  
 As shown in Table 19, limited available time is the barrier to attending classes with the 
highest mean frequency in the North Central region (M = 3.68, SD = 1.21), Northeast region (M 
= 3.97, SD = 0.88), Southern region (M = 3.73, SD = 1.07), and Western region (M = 3.74, SD = 
0.98). The barrier with the second highest mean frequency was childcare issues in the North 
Central region (M = 3.34, SD = 1.30), Northeast region (M = 3.81, SD = 0.91), and Western 
region (M = 3.44, SD = 1.16). In the Southern region, the barrier with the second highest mean 























(n = 43) 
 
Total 
(N = 346)  
















































 3.44 (1.15) 
Uncertainty if 




















 0.65 (1.43) 
Note. N = 346. Frequency of participants mentioning a barrier to attending classes was measured 
using a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 
5 = Always. 
 
Program assistants had the option to identify “other” barriers that participants mentioned 
to them. There were 24 “other” barriers reported. As shown in Table 20, the top three “other” 
barriers mentioned to program assistants were: lack of interest (n =9), language barrier (n = 8), 










Other Barriers to Attending Classes EFNEP Participants have Mentioned Across the U.S. 
Barriers n 
Lack of Interest 9 
Language 8 
Lack of Internet access 6 
Time Commitment 5 
No access to computers 3 
Do not know what it is 3 
Competition with other programs 3 
Culture 2 
Life circumstances 2 
Illiterate 2 
Families are in crisis 2 
Finding a location for programming 2 
Immigration 2 
Not wanting to give out personal information 1 
Phone issues 1 
Moving 1 
Time conflicts- Cannot take an AM/PM class 1 
Already know how to cook 1 
Lack of family support 1 
Technical capabilities 1 
Shelters that collect residents EBT cards 1 
Stigma 1 
Teacher is overwhelmed 1 
Thinking participants receive free groceries 1 
Note. N = 72. Only participants who selected the “other” option and typed in an answer are 
shown in this table.  
 
 In summary, the majority of program assistants across the U.S. used social media to 
recruit EFNEP participants. The primary social media platform used by program assistants was 
Facebook. The primary method of recruiting used by program assistants was pre-formed groups 





pantries. The recruiting methods used by successful regions, as defined by NIFA Tier-Data for 
enrollment numbers, were identified as recruiting participants using preformed groups in the 
community, promoting classes at food pantries, and using fliers. A majority of program assistants 
reported experiencing challenges to recruiting with the primary barrier to attending classes stated 
by participants was limited time.  
Conclusions 
 This study described recruitment strategies used by EFNEP program assistants, identified 
recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment numbers, and identified 
barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants. This is the first study of this scale and scope 
conducted to collect data from program assistants across the U.S. about recruitment strategies 
and barriers to recruiting. The conclusions from the 346 program assistant respondents are 
presented in three sections corresponding to the three research objectives.  
RO1: Describe strategies used to recruit EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
To approach research objective one, data was collected from program assistants on if they 
used social media to recruit EFNEP participants, which social media platforms they used, if they 
would be interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit/interact with participants, which 
social media platforms they believe would be most effective to recruit EFNEP participants, and 
the methods of recruiting they used not including social media.  
Just over half of the program assistants surveyed indicated using social media to recruit 
EFNEP participants (55.8%, n = 193). This supports the findings that social media is an 
important recruitment tool (Lohse, 2013; Merriam & Bierema, 2013). The majority of program 
assistants, who used social media, used Facebook (97.4%), followed by Instagram (18.7%), and 





media as a recruitment platform, 73.1% of program assistants were interested in seeing EFNEP 
use social media to recruit/interact with participants (n = 253). This supports the 
recommendations from previous studies to incorporate social media into programs (Merriam & 
Bierema, 2013; Lohse, 2013; Atkinson et al., 2009; Elmer et al., 2016). This also supports Elmer 
et al. (2016), who found that program assistants were interested in seeing EFNEP use social 
media to recruit, specifically Facebook. It has been found that social media allows an 
organization to have a deeper connection with the audience by allowing the audience to interact 
with the content and content creators (Weinreich, 2011; Ruggiero, 2000). Using social media to 
recruit/interact with participants supports the application of the Uses and Gratifications theory 
through the audience’s active role and allowed for an enriched learning experience (Ruggiero, 
2000). Program assistants who did not select strongly disagree when asked if they would be 
interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit/interact with participants were asked to 
identify the social media platforms that they believed would be most effective for recruiting 
EFNEP participants (n = 333). The top three recommended social media platforms to recruit 
EFNEP participants, included: Facebook (88.6%), Instagram (40.8%), and YouTube (32.7%). 
This supports Facebook as an effective recruitment tool for nutrition education programs (Lohse, 
2013; Elmer et al., 2016). Facebook and YouTube were in the top three recommended social 
media platforms among program assistants which aligns with the findings of Smith and 
Anderson (2018); adults were connected to one or more social media platforms including 
YouTube and Facebook.  
Program assistants were asked to indicate their frequency of using the following methods 
of recruiting: recruit families, use referrals from current/former participants, use neighborhood 





use preformed groups. This list was created from methods of recruiting found in various studies 
across the U.S. (NIFA, 2018; Benavente et al., 2009; Auld et al., 2015). The primary method of 
recruiting used by program assistants was preformed groups (M = 4.14, SD = 1.05), followed by 
word of mouth (M = 3.98, SD = 1.14), human service agencies (M = 3.78, SD = 1.18), referrals 
from current/former participants (M = 3.64, SD = 1.07), recruit families (M = 3.41, SD = 1.30), 
neighborhood contacts (M = 3.16, SD = 1.33), grocery stores (M = 2.22, SD = 1.24), and 
laundromats (M = 1.70, SD = 1.04). Recruiting participants using preformed groups supports the 
findings of Benavente et al. (2009) in which it was found that preformed groups was the best 
alternative for reaching limited income audiences. Human service agencies were ranked third in 
methods of recruiting used by program assistants in this study. This finding supports the idea that 
partnering with local agencies has been found to be a good method of reaching limited income 
participants (Benavente et al., 2009; Bairstow et al., 2002; Atkinson et al., 2009).   
Program assistants were asked to list any “other” methods of recruiting they used. 
Program assistants listed sources for recruiting participants and communication channels used to 
recruit participants. One-hundred and twenty-seven program assistants listed “other” sources for 
recruiting participants. The top three sources for recruiting participants used across the U.S. 
included: elementary schools (n = 48), community resources (n = 34), and non-profit 
organizations (n = 26). Food pantries being the most used non-profit source for recruiting 
participants supports the finding that partnerships between community organizations can be 
beneficial in complementing the efforts of each organization by creating a motivational incentive 
to get people to use the food they received and the information provided by EFNEP to create 
lasting change (Ohri-Vachaspati, 2008). Sixty-four program assistants listed “other” 





for recruiting participants mentioned in the open response question was flyers (n = 18), followed 
by social media (n =10), phone (n = 7), and email (n = 7).  
RO2: Identify recruiting strategies used by EFNEP programs with high enrollment 
numbers in the U.S. 
 To approach research objective two, data was collected from program assistants in the 
Northeast and Southern regions because these regions had the highest adult enrollment numbers 
according to NIFA 2018-2019 Tier Data. High adult enrollment numbers were used as an 
identifier for regions with successful recruitment techniques. Conclusions will be presented in 
two sections by region.  
Northeast Region 
 There were 58 program assistants from the Northeast region who participated in the 
study. Of the 58 respondents, 33 Northeast region program assistants reported using social media 
to recruit EFNEP participants (56.9%). Of those who used social media, 93.9% reported using 
Facebook to recruit participants, followed by 18.2% using Instagram, and 18.2% using “other” 
social media platforms. A total of 55 Northeast region program assistants reported being 
interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit participants. Of those program assistants, 
87.3% reported that Facebook should be used to recruit new participants, followed by Instagram 
(51.0%), and YouTube (38.2%). Program assistants were asked to identify how often they used 
certain methods of recruiting, including: preformed groups, human service agencies, word-of-
mouth, recruit families, referrals from current/former participants, neighborhood contacts, 
grocery stores, and laundromats. The method of recruiting with the highest mean frequency of 
use in the Northeast region was preformed groups (M = 4.28, SD = 0.93), followed by human 





of recruiting reported by only by program assistants in the Northeast region included 4-H, thrift 
stores, discount stores, going door-to-door, homeless shelters, court ordered parenting programs, 
and parent or adult education programs. Other communication channels used to recruit 
participants only reported by program assistants in the Northeast region included: palm cards, 
county extension websites, and community billboards.  
Southern Region 
 There were 180 program assistants from the Southern region who participated in the 
study. Of those program assistants,118 reported using social media to recruit EFNEP 
participants. Of those who used social media for recruiting, 97.5% used Facebook to recruit new 
participants, followed by Instagram (19.5%), and YouTube (11.0%). One-hundred and seventy-
three program assistants reported interest in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit 
participants. Of those program assistants, 90.8% reported that Facebook should be used to recruit 
new participants, followed by Instagram (41.0%), and YouTube (28.3%). Program assistants 
were asked to identify how often they used certain methods of recruiting, including: preformed 
groups, human service agencies, word-of-mouth, recruit families, referrals from current/former 
participants, neighborhood contacts, grocery stores, and laundromats. The method of recruiting 
with the highest mean frequency of use in the Southern region was preformed groups (M = 4.20, 
SD = 1.00), followed by word of mouth (M = 4.19, SD = 0.90), and human service agencies (M = 
3.78, SD = 1.15). Other sources for recruiting EFNEP participants used only by program 
assistants in the Southern region included: pick-up lines at local elementary schools, school 
health advisory councils, school bus transportation, local elected officials, Feeding America 
distribution sites, habitat for community, college events, Latino festivals, day care centers, 





RO3. Identify barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants in the U.S.  
To approach objective three, program assistants were asked if they had experienced 
challenges recruiting EFNEP participants, how often their participants had mentioned different 
barriers, and other barriers they faced when recruiting participants.  
Program assistants were asked to identify how often their participants mentioned 
different barriers, including: education levels, limited available time, lack of transportation, 
childcare issues, uncertainty if they qualify for the program, and “other.” This list of barriers was 
created using the findings of Merriam and Bierema (2013) and Benavente et al. (2009). The 
majority of program assistants identified limited available time as the primary barrier keeping 
participants from attending classes (95.1%), followed by childcare issues (91.6%), and lack of 
transportation (91.4%). Merriam and Bierema (2013) found an adult learner has many roles 
which creates barriers to attending programs. The key finding of this study aligned with the 
primary barrier of “limited available time” (Merriam & Bierema, 2013). This also indicates that 
the barrier of time availability is not constrained to North Carolina as presented by Benavente et 
al. (2009). Program assistants had the option to identify other barriers mentioned to them by 
participants. There were 72 program assistants that mentioned “other” barriers to attending 
classes. Twenty-four common themes were found between the “other” barriers reported. The top 
three “other” barriers mentioned to program assistants were lack of interest (n =9), language 
barrier (n = 8), and lack of internet access (n = 6). Six out of 72 program assistants reported 
internet access as a barrier to attending classes, which supports the findings presented by Elmer 
et al. (2016) and Lohse (2013) explaining that the internet and social media is widely accessible 





barrier, could be linked to most EFNEP courses being delivered face-to-face (McLeod et al., 
2021). This could be different if classes shift to more online formats.  
Recommendations 
 This study was successful finding the recruitment strategies used by program assistants 
across the U.S., identifying recruitment strategies used by programs with high enrollment 
numbers, and identifying barriers to recruiting EFNEP participants. The recommendations 
section is broken into two sections: practical recommendations for extension and further research 
that should be conducted.  
Practical Recommendations for Extension 
 The data collected about the recruitment strategies used by program assistants across the 
U.S. should be used as a reference guide for new recruitment approaches. The data from 
programs with high enrollment numbers provides insights regarding the strategies that were 
useful in increasing program reach in those regions. While the two regions with high enrollment 
numbers, the Southern and Northeast region, followed the same recruiting method trends as the 
other regions like using Facebook, preformed groups in the community, and being interested in 
seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit, both regions used some sources and communication 
channels not reported by the other two regions. The sources reported being used only by program 
assistants in the Northeast and Southern regions included family resource centers, Boys & Girls 
clubs, transitional housing organizations, and mommy groups. The communication channels 
reported being used by program assistants in only the Northeast and Southern regions included 
newspapers and brochures. 
It is recommended that EFNEP should incorporate Facebook more to recruit participants 





were interested in seeing EFNEP use social media more which indicates program assistants 
recognize the need for this method of communication. This recommendation is supported by the 
social marketing theory which emphasizes the importance of using social media to foster deeper 
connections with the audience (Weinreich, 2011). Social media also allows audiences to become 
interconnected with organizations through satisfying the interactivity part of the uses and 
gratifications theory which fosters an enriched learning experience through relationship building 
(Ruggiero, 2000). It was also recommended for programs interested in using social media to 
recruit, they should use Facebook, Instagram, and/or YouTube. Program assistants ranked these 
as the top three social media sources in which their participants would be interested. This 
recommendation is supported by the research conducted by Smith and Anderson (2018) finding 
that adults are connected to one or more social media platforms including YouTube and 
Facebook. Additionally, providing training to program assistants for all three platforms is 
recommended to create consistent approaches that align with the overall extension branding and 
regulations for social media usage.   
 To expand recruiting methods, program assistants should draw from the methods of 
recruiting used by program assistants in other regions. Thus, program coordinators should use 
the data from this study to mentor program assistants and support the usage of new and different 
recruiting methods. Program assistants should use preformed groups in the community, word of 
mouth, and partnering with human service agencies to expand their program reach. The 
suggested methods to increase program reach are further supported by the findings of Benavente 
et al. (2009), Auld et al. (2015), and Ohri-Vachaspati (2008). The data collected on “other” 
sources for recruiting participants and media used to recruit participants can be used as a 





 For programs that have lower enrollment numbers, it is recommended to review and 
adopt recruitment strategies reported by programs with high-enrollment numbers. The 
recruitment strategies used by programs with high-enrollment numbers were deemed as 
successful strategies and could be useful in expanding program reach for program assistants. 
EFNEP leaders should use this data as a resource for recommendations on new recruitment 
techniques.  
 Barriers to attending and joining classes was an issue across the nation. The findings of 
this study indicate a series of consistent barriers. Thus, state EFNEP leaders need to strategize 
and provide guidance on overcoming these barriers in various communities.  
Further Research  
 Since this data was collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, further research should be 
conducted on recruitment strategies and barriers to recruiting during and after the pandemic. It is 
predicted that many organizations will change their operations after the pandemic and that the 
financial recovery of families in hard hit communities will be long and slow. Thus, research is 
needed to identify the recruitment strategies used by program assistants during the pandemic and 
identify innovative and effective techniques that can be adapted to improve future enrollment in 
EFNEP programs.  
 Further research should be conducted on the preferences and opinions of EFNEP 
participants to guide program assistants in identifying what would work well for this target 
audience. This recommendation applies the social marketing theory by receiving guidance from 
the audience to create an effective program (Weinreich, 2011). Data should be collected on what 
media platforms participants use, the types of information in which they would be interested, and 





barriers to recruiting using EFNEP participants as subjects in the study, so the data is reported 
directly by those experiencing barriers and ways the program assistants or overall program 
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CHAPTER IV: CONCLUSION 
 The two articles presented in this thesis explored the EFNEP program characteristics, 
technologies used, recruitment strategies, and barriers to recruiting during the 2018-2019 
program year in the United States. There were 346 program assistants who completed the 35-
question survey instrument from July to August 2020.  
 The first article focused on identifying effective teaching strategies used to increase 
program engagement by collecting data on program characteristics, methods of teaching, and 
educational or communication technologies used. This article also looked at if correlations exist 
between teaching methods and graduation rates and technologies used and graduation rates. It 
was found that although there was not a required curriculum or program structure for EFNEP, 
the program assistants in each region were using a similar program structure. Three out of the 
four regions primarily use the Eating Smart, Being Active curriculum when facilitating EFNEP 
classes. Program assistants reported primarily meeting either four to six times during a series or 
seven to nine times and the average class length was reported as either 60 minutes or one-hour 
and 30 minutes. Furthermore, it was found that program assistants in the U.S. reported feeling 
least confident when talking in a large meeting of strangers and most confident when talking 
with a friend. It was also found that 90.8% of program assistants preferred teaching using the 
group class structure and 77.7% preferred teaching face-to-face classes. The top three 
educational techniques used to increase participant engagement across the U.S. were build 
relationships with participants, encourage discussions, and encourage small changes. 
Recommendations were made to use the findings in this study to guide future programming 





further research to observe the program structure during and after the COVID-19 pandemic. The 
full results of this article can be further examined in Chapter II of this thesis. 
 The second article focused on identifying effective recruitment strategies used by EFNEP 
in reaching limited income audiences in the U.S. by collecting data on recruitment strategies 
used and barriers to recruiting targeted EFNEP participants. It was found that 55.8% program 
assistants surveyed used social media to recruit participants. The top three social media platforms 
used to recruit participants were Facebook, Instagram, and YouTube. It was also found that 
73.1% of the program assistants were interested in seeing EFNEP use social media to recruit 
participants. The primary methods used to recruit participants across the U.S. were preformed 
groups, word-of-mouth, and human service agencies. Eighty-seven percent of the program 
assistants reported experiencing challenges when recruiting EFNEP participants. The top three 
barriers to attending classes reported to EFNEP program assistants were limited available time, 
childcare issues, and lack of transportation. Recommendations were made to use the findings 
from this study to guide future recruitment efforts in order to increase program reach. 
Recommendations were also made to conduct further research on the preferences and opinions of 
EFNEP participants to guide program assistants in identifying effective recruitment strategies. 
















 Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey!  
  
 If you agree to participate in this brief survey, approximately 10 minutes, click the "Next" 
button. If at any point you need to revisit a question, click the "Back" button.      All information 
collected will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by law and university policy. Your 
individual answers will not be linked with your name in any reports of the data. Your 
participation is voluntary. If you come to a question you prefer not to answer, you may skip it 
and proceed to the next question. Should you have any questions, comments, or concerns, 
please contact me, Alex McLeod, at amcleod@uaex.edu or Casandra Cox, my thesis director, at 
ccrumle@uark.edu or (479)879-1553. IRB approval has been granted for this project (Protocol 
number: 2002246511) and you may contact Ro Windwalker at iwindwal@uark.edu.  
  
 I appreciate your help with this survey. Thank you in advance for providing your input.  
 
By clicking here, you provide consent to participate in this study about your experiences from 
fall of 2018 to fall of 2019.  
o Yes, I consent to participate in this survey.  
o No, I do not consent to participate in this survey.  
 
In which state do you currently work? 







What curriculum(s) do you use for adult classes? Select all that apply.  
□ Eating Smart, Being Active  
□ Families Eating Smart, Moving More  
□ Healthier Body for Everyone  
□ Eat Smart, Move more  
□ Today's Mom  
□ Being Smart, Being Active  
□ Other ________________________________________________ 
 
How many adult graduates did you have from Fall 2018- Fall 2019? 
 A graduate is a participant who has received 6 or more lessons and has completed the required 
entry and exit paperwork. (If none, enter 0) 
o Number of Adult Graduates ________________________________________________ 
 
How many youth graduates did you have from Fall 2018- Fall 2019?   
A graduate is a participant who has received 6 or more lessons and has completed the required 
entry and exit paperwork. (If none, enter 0) 
o Number of Youth Graduates ________________________________________________ 
 
Has your state established annual goal graduate numbers (# graduates per year)? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
What is the goal annual adult graduate number (# graduates per year) for your state per 
program assistant? 
o Goal Adult Graduates per year 
________________________________________________ 
 
What is the goal annual youth graduate number (# graduates per year) for your state per 
program assistant? 







How many times do your participants typically meet (either in person or online) for instruction 
during a series? 
o 1-3 times  
o 4-6 times  
o 7-9 times  
o More than 9 times  
 
How long is your typical class (including: instruction, food demonstration, and physical activity)? 
o 30 minutes  
o 45 minutes  
o 60 minutes  
o 1 hour and 30 minutes  
o 2 hours  
o Other ________________________________________________ 
 
What form of class structure do you prefer when teaching EFNEP classes? 
o One-on-one  
o Group  
 
What is your average group class size? 
o Less than 5 participants  
o 5-10 participants  
o 11-15 participants  
o 16-20 participants  






What educational format do you use when conducting EFNEP classes? 
o Online classes  
o Face-to-face classes  
o Mixture of online and face-to-face  
 
In your typical series, how many lessons are taught online?  
o Number of online lessons ________________________________________________ 
 
What media platform(s) do you use to teach classes online? 
▢ Facebook  
▢ YouTube  
▢ Zoom  
▢ Microsoft Meetings  
▢ Google Hangouts  






Different educational techniques may be used to engage participants. Please mark the 
frequency of technique use in your classes.  
 Every class Most classes Some classes Few classes Never 
Interactive 
lessons  o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
Distribute 
incentives  o  o  o  o  o  
Encourage 





o  o  o  o  o  
 
Below are 12 situations in which you might need to communicate on a daily basis (not limited 
















Present a talk 
to a group of 
strangers.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk in a large 
meeting of 
strangers.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk in a small 
group of 
strangers.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk with a 
stranger.  o  o  o  o  o  
Present a talk 
to a group of 
acquaintances.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk in a large 
meeting of 
acquaintances.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk in a small 
group of 
acquaintances.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk with an 
acquaintance.  o  o  o  o  o  
Present a talk 
to a group of 
friends.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk in a large 
group of 
friends.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk in a small 
group of 
friends.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Talk with a 





There are different methods of teaching, including:   
-Teacher directed (examples: teacher-led discussion, lectures, etc)   
-Student-centered (examples: cooperative learning, discovery learning)   
    
What is your preferred teaching methodology? 
o Largely teacher-directed  
o Largely student-centered  
o More teacher-directed than student-centered  
o More student-centered than teacher-directed  
o Even balance between teacher-directed and student-centered  
 
Were you taught the peer-education model during EFNEP program assistant training? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Were you taught the learner-centered education approach during EFNEP program assistant 
training? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Do you use technology for instructional purposes while teaching EFNEP classes? 
o Yes  






What form(s) of technology do you use in facilitation of the program? Please select your 
frequency of use of technology.  
 Every class Most classes Some classes Few classes Never 
Projectors  o  o  o  o  o  
Computers  o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  
Social media  o  o  o  o  o  
Portable DVD 
player  o  o  o  o  o  
iPad  o  o  o  o  o  
Tablet  o  o  o  o  o  
Other  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Do you use social media to recruit EFNEP participants? 
o Yes  






Which social media platform(s) do you use to recruit EFNEP participants? 
▢ Facebook  
▢ YouTube  
▢ Twitter  
▢ Pinterest  
▢ Instagram  
▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
 






















their needs.  







o  o  o  o  o  













Based on your participants, which social media platform(s) would be the most effective to 
recruit EFNEP participants? (Check all that apply) 
▢ Facebook  
▢ YouTube  
▢ Twitter  
▢ Pinterest  
▢ Instagram  
▢ Snapchat  
▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
 
Have you experienced any challenges while recruiting participants for EFNEP? 
o Yes  
o No  
Below is a list of potential barriers that participants may face when deciding to attend a 
program. Please, identify how often your participants mention the following barriers.  
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
Education 
levels  o  o  o  o  o  
Limited 
available time  o  o  o  o  o  
Lack of 
transportation  o  o  o  o  o  
Childcare 





o  o  o  o  o  






How often do you use the following methods of recruiting? 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
Recruit 














Start, etc)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Use grocery 
stores  o  o  o  o  o  
Use 
laundromats  o  o  o  o  o  
Use word of 






centers, etc.)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 











What is the highest level of education you have completed? If currently enrolled, select the 
highest degree received. 
o High school graduate (high school diploma or equivalent including GED)  
o Some college but no degree  
o Associate degree in college (2-year)  
o Bachelor's degree in college (4-year)  
o Master's degree  
o Doctoral degree  
o Professional degree (JD, MD)  
 
How long have you worked for EFNEP? 
o 1 year or less  
o 2-5 years  
o 6-10 years  
o 11-15 years  
o 16-20 years  
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